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ABSTRACT
Several questions were pursued in this dissertation.
Three quantitative fundamental stock selection techniques were 
tested for improvement of performance in stock selection, as 
compared to corresponding sample population averages and 
random selection. The relative dispersion of the more success­
ful quantitative fundamental techniques used in the study was 
compared to the relative dispersion of the corresponding 
sample populations, to test the random walk theory that 
successful fundamental analysis requires greater than average 
risk. The performance characteristics of the two stock risk 
classes used in the research were examined for differences.
All of the above explorations were made in a time period 
framework, consisting of analyses made for the total period 
studied, and two subdivisions of the total period which were 
designated as relatively stable and unstable periods as to 
stock market conditions.
The research involved a detailed simulation of common 
stock investments from two different risk classes over a ten 
year period, 1958 through 1967. The simulation was concerned 
with choosing stocks with different techniques, using actual
viii
stock market prices and allowances for transaction costs.
The risk classes consisted of common stocks bearing Standard 
and Poor's low quality ("C") and average quality ("B+") 
ratings. The low and average quality designations were used 
to denote high and average risk stocks, respectively, for 
the purposes of this dissertation.
Twenty stocks were chosen at random from Standard and 
Poor's Stock Guide for each risk class approximately every 
three months over the ten year period. These stocks com­
prised the total sample population used in the research.
From each group of twenty stocks in each risk class, 
one stock was selected in accordance with the following 
criteria:
1. Highest earnings growth, present year compared 
to previous year.
2. Lowest price-earnings ratio.
3. Best average ranking of the above variables.
Equal investments of $10,000 for a one year holding period 
were assumed for all stocks, with allowances for brokerage 
fees, dividends, and (New York) state transfer taxes. Annual 
rates of return were calculated for all stocks.
The highest earnings growth and best average ranking 
techniques tended to perform significantly better than 
average or random selection among high risk stocks. However,
ix
random selection tended to perform significantly better 
among average risk stocks than either of the three quantita­
tive fundamental selection techniques used in this research.
The relative dispersion of selected quantitative 
fundamental techniques used in this research were contrasted 
with the relative dispersion of the corresponding sample 
populations, to test the random walk theory that successful 
fundamental analysis requires greater than average risk.
The comparisons refuted the above random walk theory.
The relative dispersions of the two stock risk 
classes were significantly different only in the unstable 
market period. The high risk stocks had higher returns 
during the stable market period and higher relative dis­
persion in the unstable market period.
It was concluded that: (1) fundamental analysis
might be more valuable in choosing from higher risk stocks 
than from lower risk stocks, and (2) stock risk classes, 
as well as selection techniques, should be analyzed with 
reference to the general condition of the stock market 
for the periods studied.
x
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
In recent years, the value of security analysis 
has been subject to severe criticism by a number of 
researchers. These researchers have generally concluded 
that both individual stock prices and the stock market 
as a whole behave in a random fashion. Some of these 
researchers maintain that an investor is more likely to 
be successful in buying and holding stocks for the long 
term rather than to play intermediate swings in prices 
using various technical approaches. Thus, a major por­
tion of arguments for and against the worth of security 
analysis have been between the "random walk" theorists 
and technical analysts.^
However, at least one of the advocates of the 
random walk hypothesis has issued a challenge to funda­
mental analysts as well, that they might justify their 
particular fundamental analyses by choosing a stock at
^For example, see a collection of articles edited 
by Paul H. Cootner, The Random Character of Stock Prices 
(Cambridge: M.I.T. Press, 1964).
random for each stock chosen using their fundamental analyses 
(from a group of stocks of the same general risk class), 
and tabulate the results over a substantial number of 
trials. The results of such a study would appear to have 
far-reaching implications for all stock market investors, 
large or small.
Other investigators,. concerned with the value of 
fundamental analysis, have concluded that portfolio man­
agers have not generally demonstrated any ability in the
O
past to outperform unmanaged, randomly-selected portfolios. 
Even when a portfolio managed with fundamental analysis 
has succeeded, random walk advocates maintain that it 
succeeded only by taking higher than average risks; it 
obviously required gambling on the unknown since the ran­
dom walk "efficient" market had already completely dis­
counted all known information.^
^Eugene F. Fama, "Random Walks in Stock Market 
Prices," Financial Analysts Journal, XXI (September- 
October, 1965), 58.
^For example, William F. Sharpe, "Mutual Fund 
Performance," Journal of Business, XXXIX (January, 1966).
4Henry C. Wallich, "What Does the Random Walk 
Hypothesis Mean to Security Analysts?" Financial Analysts 
Journal, XXIV (March-April, 1968), 161-62.
Commensurate with the above controversy concerning 
the validity of any fundamental analysis is the question 
as to whether particular quantitative variables used in 
fundamental analysis have any merit, as opposed to random 
selection, or relative to one another. Thus, if one uses 
fundamental analysis in selecting stocks for investment, 
a question arises as to which one (or combination) quanti­
tative measure (P/E ration, earnings growth, etc.) is most 
important as an adjunct to qualitative considerations for 
which no reasonable quantifications are available.
A third problem facing the investor is the matter 
of deciding in which risk class of stocks to invest.
Quite unavoidably this question is tied-in with the above 
questions, for one would like to know not only the 
characteristics of stocks in a given risk class, but also 
which quantitative variables to use along with his funda­
mental analysis of the stocks in that risk class, or in 
fact whether it would be more profitable to merely select 
at random from the risk class without using any fundamental 
analysis.
In recent times, some questions have been raised 
concerning whether high risk investments in general do 
in fact receive higher returns, and whether higher
variability of returns is in fact an indication of higher 
risk.^ Both of the above principles have been an integral 
part of the business and academic world for quite sometime, 
but a recent study by the Bank Administration Institute^ 
has stirred new interest in risk and return. At least one 
author has questioned whether sufficient empirical analysis 
exists to substantiate these principles.^ Many investors 
confine their selections to (so-called) lower risk stocks, 
thereby limiting possible returns (according to the accepted 
theory) in order to feel more secure concerning possible 
loss of capital. If the accepted risk-reward theory were 
invalidated, all investors would quite naturally invest in 
the higher return (and formerly high risk) stocks, thus tending 
to equalize rates of return between stocks of all former risk 
classes. The present study examines the risk-reward charac­
teristics of the two risk classes used in the research.
In making the final selection of stocks in which to 
commit funds, the severity of adverse outcomes is generally
^Lemont K. Richardson, "Do High Risks Lead to 
Higher Returns?" Financial Analysts Journal, XXVI (March- 
April, 1970), 88-99.
^Bank Administration Institute, Measuring the 
Performance of Pension Funds (1968).
7Richardson, p. 88.
reduced somewhat by diversification, such as with mutual 
funds or other diversified stock investments. But the 
relatively small (or non-institutional) individual stock 
investor does not usually enjoy a substantial amount of 
diversification, and must therefore attempt to be 
extremely prudent in making his selections of stocks. 
Although much has been written concerning the problems 
of the non-institutional investor, there seems to have 
been no improvement in the success of this group of in­
vestors. For example, a recent article in the Wall Street 
Journal^ described the problems of small investors during 
recent times in the stock market.
PURPOSE
The purpose of this research was to study the effects 
of using various quantitative fundamental variables as 
opposed to simple random selection of stocks from general 
risk classes. In addition, the quantitative variables used 
above were tested against each other as to their relative 
effectiveness in stock selection. Finally, the character­
istics of the two risk classes used in the study
^Richard Martin, "The Little Guys: Many Small
Investors Stay on the Sidelines as Their Losses Mount,"
Wall Street Journal, April 14, 1970, p. 1.
were examined in order to complete the evaluation of major 
decisions confronting the relatively small, non-institutional 
stock investor. Therefore, the general purpose of this 
research was to provide more insight to small investors 
concerning the use of certain quantitative fundamental 
variables in stock selection from two different risk classes.
The specific questions asked by this research were:
1. Are the uses of the price-earnings ratio., earnings 
growth, or a combination of these, worthwhile as opposed to 
a simple random selection of stocks?
2. Does successful-fundamental analysis require 
greater than average risk as claimed by the advocates of 
the random walk hypothesis?
3. Is the particular stock risk class significant 
concerning the above variables?
4. Does the investor face a prospect of earning 
different rates of return according to the particular risk 
class of stock in which he invests?
5. Is the investor likely to experience wider fluc­
tuation of returns among high risk stocks, as opposed to 
lower fluctuation of returns in average risk stocks?
6. Are current conditions in the stock market for a 
given time period significant concerning the above five 
questions?
7GENERAL SKETCH OF STUDY
The research consisted of a detailed simulation of 
stock investments in two different risk classes over a ten 
year period, 1958-67. The simulation was concerned with 
choosing stocks with different techniques, using actual 
stock market prices and allowances for transaction costs.
The risk classes consisted of Standard and Poor's low 
quality ("C") and average quality ("B+") ratings. The low 
quality and average quality were used to denote high risk, 
and-average risk respectively. The stocks used were chosen 
from Standard and Poor's Stock Guide. Twenty stocks were 
selected at random from each risk class every three months 
(a longer time where issues of the Stock Guide were missing 
and not available) over the ten year period. Although a 
closer time interval than three months would have allowed 
a larger number of sample groups, it was considered necessary 
to use at least three months so that succeeding groups would 
be independent, and avoid possible problems encountered when 
statistical tests of hypotheses are attempted on successive 
observations lacking independence. Altogether, thirty-eight 
such groups were chosen from each risk class for the research, 
or a total of 760 investment simulations for each risk class.
From each group of twenty stocks (in each risk class) , 
a selection was made according to lowest price/earnings ratio, 
earnings growth, and the best combination of these two. Each 
stock selected from a group according to these variables, 
and best combination thereof, was compared with a stock 
selected at random. In addition, the Stocks selected for 
lowest P/E and highest earnings growth were compared to one 
another. All thirty-eight pairs of the above comparisons 
comprised the sample for testing of hypotheses concerning 
these variables. In order to test the significance of stock 
market conditions upon these variables, the overall sample 
of thirty-eight was divided into two sub-samples:
1. Relatively stable market conditions, consisting of 
the period November, 1962 through December, 1967.
2. Relatively unstable market conditions consisting of 
the period January, 1958 through October, 1962.
These particular periods were used because of more
stock market reversals and poorer business conditions in the 
first period, whereas only one reversal occurred in the later
period, along with much better business conditions. Further 
discussion of this point is made in a later chapter of this 
dissertation.
The characteristics of each risk class as to its 
rate of return and relative dispersion of rates of return 
were examined, both for the total thirty-eight sample 
groups and for the time period subdivisions discussed in 
the preceding paragraph. The purpose of this analysis was 
to determine whether or not the particular risk classes 
used had distinctively different average rates of return, 
and whether or not they exhibited significant differences 
as to variability of rates of return between the stocks 
comprising the risk group.
The study also tested whether fundamental selection 
is inherrently more risky than merely buying at the market 
average. The test consisted of comparing the relative 
dispersion of returns obtained using the quantitative 
fundamental variables with that of the average dispersion 
of all returns of stocks in that risk class. One version 
of the random walk hypothesis insists that the risk of 
fundamental selection must be greater, because all known 
information about stocks is utilized very quickly by investors; 
hence, stocks are adjusted very quickly for this information. 
Thus, fundamental analysis (they contend) requires a leap 
into the unknown and must therefore be more risky.
^Wallich, p. 161-62.
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Equal investments of $10,000 were simulated for all 
stocks used in the research, with allowances for brokerage 
fees, dividends and taxes. The internal rate of return was 
computed for each stock using monthly compounding in order to 
allow for different dividend payment dates where appropriate. 
However, the monthly rate was converted to an annual rate for 
the analysis and presentation of data.
In summary, this research was not attempted to settle 
the question as to whether or not total fundamental analysis 
is useful, but it does examine the usefulness of major 
quantitative variables ordinarily employed in the funda*- 
mental approach. Furthermore, one might examine the raw 
date concerning each simulated investment (Appendix A) , 
and compare his own fundamental analysis with the results 
obtained in this study. The study also examines the 
characteristics of stock risk classes, and the significance 
of prevailing stock market conditions upon the quantitative 
fundamental variables and risk class characteristics. In 
addition, the study tests the random walk notion that higher 
returns using fundamental analysis inevitably requires 
greater risk for the investor.
CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
At the present time, there are three conceptual 
approaches for investing in common stocks: (1) fundamental
(2) technical, and (3) random selection. Vaughn gives an 
additional method, the undervaluation approach. The 
undervaluation approach is a fundamental type of analysis 
which concentrates on the discovery of companies or in­
dustries that are likely to have price appreciation in 
the relatively near future, but whose potential has not 
yet been recognized by the investor public.2 According 
to Vaughn, fundamental analysis relies heavily upon past 
performance rather than attempting to discover turn-around 
or unrecognized future potential in companies or industries 
For the purposes of this dissertation, the undervaluation 
approach was considered to be a part of the more general
^Donald E. Vaughn, Survey of Investments (New York: 
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1967), p. 299.
^Ibid.
^Donald E. Vaughn, "Combining the Undervaluation, 
Fundamental, and Technical Approaches to Security Selection 
Southwestern Social Science Quarterly, March, 1967, p. 81.
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approach known as fundamental analysis.
THE FUNDAMENTAL APPROACH
In using the fundamental approach, one would pro­
bably consider some or all of the following factors about 
companies:
1. Earnings growth
2. Sales trend
3. Competence of management
4. Debt posture
5. Profit margin
6 . Return on net worth, and invested capital
7. Cash flow
8 . Dividends
9. New product development
10. Price-earnings ratio
11. Position with respect to political and economic 
environment.^
The above factors could also apply to an analysis 
of industries. A further consideration, whether one is
^Ira u. Cobleigh, Happiness is a Stock That Doubles 
in a Year (New York: Bernard Geis Associates, 1967), pp..'
19-26.
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concerned with companies or industries, is the prevailing 
market psychology. Changing market psychology often has 
a greater bearing on stock price changes than statistical 
changes within a company or industry.^
As evidenced by the above list of factors, funda­
mental analysis relies heavily upon past statistics for 
predictions of future price behavior. There is obviously 
a wide range of possible techniques within the general 
approach known as fundamental analysis. For instance, 
one might concentrate on recent statistical developments 
rather than long-term extrapolations based upon more dis­
tant data, feeling that more distant information has little 
relevance for future price changes. Or, one might concen­
trate on undervalued stocks, rather than those which have
fialready gained the favor of the investor public.
Regardless of which specific fundamental technique 
is employed, the investor encounters a formidable task in 
attempting to establish the value of any given common stock. 
Even such imminently successful investors as John Maynard
5cobleigh, p. 27.
^Harry Sauvain, Investment Management (2nd ed., 
Englewood Cliffs: Prentic-Hall, Inc., 1959), p. 406.
14
Keynes and Bernard Baruch have testified that the value 
of common stock cannot be d e f i n e d . 7  This testimony seems 
to imply that there is more "game" to stock investing than 
serious reliance upon a body of investment principles. In­
deed, one recent author appears to have taken the position 
that stock investment constitutes little else but a game, 
in which any reliance upon investment principles is an 
exercise in futility.®
Thus, the objectivity of serious stock investment 
analysis appears to have been questioned. Bauman, however, 
feels that security analysis has turned in more recent times 
toward a more scientific approach.®
The advent of high-speed, electronic computers has 
brought about a shift by professional analysts toward a 
more comprehensive scientific analysis of quantitative 
fundamental variables, as evidenced by the proliferation of 
stock market studies appearing in leading journals in recent 
years. But whether or not this shift includes the investor
^Arnold Bernhard, The Evaluation of Common Stocks 
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1959), p. 39.
®Adam Smith (pseud.), The Money Game (New York:
Random House, Inc., 1967).
®W. Scott Bauman, "Scientific Investment Analysis—  
Science or Fiction?" Financial Analysts Journal, XXIII 
(January-February, 1967), 96.
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public at large is an open question. For any given attitude 
toward methodology, however, quantitative variables play 
an important part in the fundamental analysis of stocks.
Quantitative Variables
Growth in earnings is probably regarded as the most 
important single quantitative variable in fundamental 
analysis.-*-® The specific techniques employed in relating 
earnings to future stock price movements differ considerably, 
both in philosophy and complexity. In setting forth rules 
for choosing stocks most likely to double in price during 
one year, one author stipulates that companies whose earn­
ings have been increasing by fifty percent or more per year 
are excellent candidates.-*--*- Standard and Poor's Corporation 
selects a list of potential "growth" stocks according to 
the following earnings criteria:
1. Growth in per share earnings over the past five 
years must have been at least seven percent per annum 
(compounded), with no declines.
2. If a decline occurred in one year and such decline 
was less than five percent, annual growth must have been at 
least ten percent.
lOcobleigh, p. 20. 
Hcobleigh, p. 177.
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3. If growth was interrupted in more than one year, 
or in one year the decline was greater than five percent, 
annual growth must have been at least twelve percent. 
Therefore, an extrapolation of earnings is made based upon 
the previous five years earnings experience-.
Rather than using earnings of the individual company, 
it has been recommended that individual company earnings 
be weighed relative t o •the average earnings of some appro­
priate stock g r o u p . T h i s  technique is believed to be 
helpful in identifying individual stocks whose earnings 
are outperforming the general market.
Graham, Dodd, and Cottle recommend that "earning 
power" be measured in terms of either or both: (1) the
earnings per share of common stock or (2) the rate of return 
on the common stock equity. Both methods are recommended 
when the analyst desires to cross-validate his results.
-^Stanley S. C. Huang, "Study of the Performance 
of Rapid Growth Stocks," Financial Analysts Journal,
XXIII (January-February, 1965), 58.
•^Kenneth b . Smilen and Kenneth Safian, "Relative 
Earnings: A Fresh Perspective," Financial Analysts
Journal, XX (September-October, 1964), 104.
l^ibid.
■ ^ B e n j a m i n  Graham, David L. Dodd, and Sidney Cottle,- 
Security Analysis (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1962),
p. 468.
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Vaughn described three methods for determining 
growth rates (from past periods), which apply to earnings 
or any other variable of interest: (1) simple average,
(2) sum-of-the years' digits, and (3) annual compounded 
rate.16 The sum-of-the years' digits method places more 
emphasis on recent period earnings by assigning more 
weight to these years, whereas the annual compounded rate 
and simple average determine an average for all periods.1? 
Thus, the specific methods for evaluation of the earning 
potential of a stock are numerous.
The price-earnings ratio is also considered by 
many analysts to be a significant quantitative variable 
for analyzing common stocks. Foster has shown a direct 
relationship between the price-earnings ratio., and the 
mathematical concept of present value, as follows:
P = Eo /
k-g
which may be restated as
P/E0 = 1 '
k-g
assuming continuous compounding with E0 = the earnings of
l^Vaughn, Survey of Investments, p. 290. 
l^ibid. pp. 290t 92.
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the company's most recently completed fiscal year, k = the 
appropriate discount rate and g = the earnings growth rate. 
Conceptually, the individual investor arrives at the same 
multiplier as given by the last equation, even if he merely 
divides the current price of the stock by its past year's 
earnings per share common.
Many analysts consider a low price-earnings ratio 
to be an indicator of unrecognized potential. A better 
statement might read, that if companies are otherwise on 
the same footing, the one with the lowest price earnings 
ratio will probably be the best investment.-^ Cobleigh, 
in setting forth rules for choosing stocks which will 
double in price during one year, recommended that earnings 
should be increasing by fifty percent a year, and the 
purchase price should be below twenty-five dollars on 
the New York Exchange, and below ten dollars on the American 
Exchange.20
A question arises as to why many investors buy 
stocks with high price-earnings ratios. A high price
lOearl M. Foster, "Price-Earnings Ratio and Corporate 
Growth," Financial Analysts Journal, XXVI (January-February, 
1970), 96-99.
■ ^ S a m u e l  c. Greenfield, The Low-High Theory of 
Investment (New York: ' Coward-McCann, Inc., 1968), p. 73/.
20
Coblergh, p, 177.
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earnings ratio is often an indication of outstanding 
quality or unusual growth potential or b o t h . 2 1  Although 
a high price-earnings ratio of a given stock indicates 
popularity (because of its past success), it would seem 
that the greatest probability for significant price 
appreciation rests with fundamentally sound low price- 
earnings stocks.
Past rate of return on common equity is another 
quantitative variable considered by many fundamentalists. 
Several factors must be considered in using past rate of 
return as an investment tool:
1. High past rates of return usually serve as in­
ducements for many competitors to enter the field, thus 
diminishing chances of the innovating firm to maintain or 
increase its rate of return on common equity.
2. The common stock base of the firm may have grown
considerably, again dimming the chance of future rate 
22increases.^
Past rate of return on common equity would appear 
to provide the same basic information as earnings per
2 1 i b i d . , p .  25
22wjLiiiam W. Priest, Jr. , "Rate of Return as a 
Criterion for Investment Decisions," Financial Analysts 
Journal, XXI (July-August, 1965), 113.
share of common. The crucicil question for using either 
measure would seem to be:
1. How many periods of past observations are relevant
2. How should observations be weighted? (Should more 
recent periods receive greater weight?)
As indicated previously, other variables are con­
sidered by some fundamentalists. Such measures as sales 
growth, debt posture, profit margins, cash flow, and 
dividends are considered by many analysts.
In 1952, Markowitz published his work concerning 
portfolio selection.23 The technique set forth by Markowitz 
calls for selection of investment portfolios which maximize 
highest expected return with a minimum of variance, the 
measure used to denote predictability or r i s k . 2 ^  After 
utilizing fundamental analysis of individual stocks, the 
portfolio with the highest' expected return for a minimum 
variance could be chosen using Markowitz's method. The 
amount of variance (or risk) tolerated for expected re­
turns would depend upon the individual1s preference (or 
aversion) for risk.
22Harry Markowitz, "Portfolio Selection," Journal 
of Finance, VII (March, 1952) , 77-91.
24jbid. 
25Ibid.
21
Although the Markowitz approach represents a conceptu­
ally ideal technique for portfolio selection, the determination 
of expected returns from individual stocks in the portfolio 
brings the analysts back to the same crucial matter of pre­
dicting the future. The Markowitz procedure merely provides an 
efficient, systematic approach for selecting desirable combina­
tions of investments when the future returns and variances are 
known. Thus, the Markowitz method represents a quantification 
device which could be useful to fundamental analysts, but it 
does not solve the critical problem of choosing the appropriate 
quantitative and qualitative fundamental variables with which 
the future must be predicted.
Qualitative Variables
Direct quantification of all variables affecting.common
stock investments is not possible. Environmental factors such
as competition, government regulation, and social changes are
difficult, if not impossible, to measure. Furthermore, the
27major problems of most corporations are environmental.
2 6Irwin Friend and Douglas Vickers, "Portfolio Selection 
and Investment Performance," Journal of Finance, XX (September, 
.1965), 413.
2 7Winthrop Knowlton, Growth Opportunities m  Common 
Stocks (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), p. 132.
22
A qualitative variable considered by many analysts is
the competence of management employed by the company. This
variable is considered to be the most important and difficult
2 8task of the analyst, according to Greene.
Cobleigh considers strong sponsorship to be a relevant
qualitative variable in choosing stocks with potential for
29doubling in price within one year. Thus, if brokers and
analysts are recommending the stock, such sponsorship should
ordinarily increase the demand for it, other things being equal.
Graham, Dodd, and Cottle point out that analysts must
30rely upon mere opinions -for most qualitative considerations. 
Nevertheless, qualitative judgments are required for a com­
plete fundamental analysis of stocks.
Timing Devices
Since this dissertation is concerned primarily with 
fundamental analysis, the description of the technical 
approach will be somewhat brief. The topic is relevant to 
fundamental analysis, since some investors may find it de­
sirable to use technical analysis along with a fundamental
2 8Norvin R. Green, "The Investment Analyst's Most
Important Task," Financial Analysts Journal, XXI (November-
December, 1965), 36.
^Cobleigh, p. 177.
■^Graham, Dodd, and Cottle, p. 86.
approach.3'*'
Technical analysis is primarily aimed at improving
32the timing of purchases or sales of securities. One solu­
tion to the timing problem is to ignore it completely. This 
is the general strategy employed in dollar averaging. One 
simply buys a certain quantity of a given stock at fixed time 
intervals. The success from this plan hinges upon a long-term 
increase in stock prices. Thus, stock selling prices are always
higher than purchase prices if one waits long enough, and the
33companies invested-in are m  keeping with the upward trend. 
Formula timing plans are also aimed at ignoring the timing 
problem, but adjustments are made to change portfolio mixtures 
toward defensive or growth securities, usually done in accord­
ance with fluctuations in a stock index.34 Formula investing
is generally regarded as a defensive mechanism rather than a
35genuine investment technique.
3^Benjamin Graham, "Chartered Financial Analyst-A New 
Profession is Born," The Institute of Chartered Financial 
Analysts, C.F.A. Readings in Financial Analysis (Homewood: 
Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1966) , 20.
32Ibid.
33Roger W. Bridiwell, "Magic Formula," Barron's ,
XXXVIII (February 3, 1958), 9.
34Burton Crane and Sylvia Crane Eisenlohr, The Sophisti­
cated Investor (New York': Simon and Schuster, 1964) , p. 185.
35Ibid., p. 193.
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The Dow Theory represents most of the philosophical 
basis for all technical analysis. The Dow Theory is composed 
of three major principles:
1. The market averages discount all that is known 
or expected about stocks.
2. There are three kinds of stock market trends:
(1) primary, (2) secondary,.and (3) daily fluctuations.
3. Action signals are given when a previous secondary
3 6high (or low, as the case may be) is broken on high volume.
The primary trend is a long, broad movement (either up
or down) which is interrupted at uncertain points by secondary 
37trends. Secondary trends represent only temporary reversals
which are not caused by a fundamental change in general busi-
3 8ness or the primary stock market trend.
Charting of stock prices or averages is done by some
technical analysts in order to study significant patterns in 
price and volume behavior. Certain patterns are considered to 
be fairly trustworthy, and are believed to improve the timing
36Ibid., pp. 121-133.
•^Charles b . Stansbury, The Dow Theory Explained (New 
York: Barron's Publishing House, 1938), p. 33.
38Ibid., p. 42.
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3 9of purchases and sales of securities.
The timing of sales and purchases may also be improved 
through the analysis of certain technical indicators of stock 
market conditions. These indicators include Barron's 
Confidence Index, the advance-decline line, the short interest 
ratio, and the odd-lot i n d e x . T h e s e  indicators may also be 
charted in order to determine significant selling or buying 
points for the stock market in g e n e r a l . I n  summary, timing 
devices (or technical analysis) may be used either alone or as 
an adjunct to fundamental analysis.
THE RANDOM WALK HYPOTHESIS
The definition of the random walk hypothesis has two
parts:
1. the narrow version, which states that future prices 
of stock cannot be predicted from chart formations of past 
stock prices;
39Vaughn, Survey of Investments, pp. 321-22.
40Ibid., pp. 371-387.'
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2. the broad version, which holds that the stock market 
is perfectly efficient to the extent that all known information 
concerning stocks is discounted too quickly to allow later 
judgments concerning such information to be useful.^
The first part of the definition is obviously aimed at chart 
technicians, whereas the second part is broad enough to include 
fundamentalists as well as technical analysts. The first part 
refers to the fact that, if all information is reflected very 
quickly in stock prices, successive price changes are not statis­
tically correlated, and the study of chart formations of past 
stock prices is a useless art.
The second part of the definition includes technicians 
of any variety whether they be chart analysts or mechanical 
technicians (such as users of moving averages, etc.), and also 
applies to fundamentalists. If the stock market is truly ef­
ficient, fundamental analysis is of no value since information 
analyzed at somewhat later times has already been recognized 
by the. stock market. Furthermore, any portfolio selected in 
a manner designed to outperform the averages must do so at
^Wallich, p. 160.
^Robert Levy, "Random Walks: Reality or Myth,"
Financial Analysts Journal, XXIII (November-December, 1967), 69.
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greater than average risk. The random walk hypothesis holds 
that such selections are made on the basis of unknown informa­
tion, and must therefore be done at higher risk than if one 
merely invested in such a way as to achieve the average perfor­
mance of the m a r k e t . ^ 4
Considering performance alone, the random walk 
hypothesis implies that the use of knowledge in stock 
selections will provide no better returns than either an 
average or random samples taken from the average. This raises 
the question as to circumstances in which random selection 
might even be superior to the use of knowledge.
Factors Favoring Random Selection
There is some evidence to show that some investors 
probably do worse than random selection. The study of 
odd-lot figures show that small investors (as a group) buy 
more stocks when the market is around its peaks, and sell 
more when the market is around its low points.^ Thus, small 
investors might tend to do worse than random in timing 
purchases and sales of securities. Furthermore, some investors
^Wallich, pp. 161-62.
^ L e o  Barnes, "What Difference Does Knowledge Make to 
Investors?" Financial Analysts Journal, XXI (September- 
October, 1965), 66.
are perhaps misled by what they regard as inside or advance
4 Sinformation, and actually do worse than random in selection.
Graham, Dodd, and Cottle suggest that individuals 
almost always make the wrong choices in selecting from low- 
priced stocks. They tend to by-pass stocks with more merit, 
largely due to a wider dispersion of information about the 
inferior low-priced stocks. ^
When investors are confronted with a great deal of 
uncertainty concerning choices of stock investments, a random 
decision might serve to avoid any potential pitfalls incurred 
by using judgment. A study from the field of anthropology 
suggests that various witchcraft decision techniques used by 
primitive societies have apparently been successful for game 
procurement decisions involving a high degree of uncertainty.
It has been argued that the witchcraft techniques in question 
actually constituted crude randomization devices, which were 
successful in helping primitive hunters to outguess and procure 
game animals (which had themselves become expert at avoiding 
the hunting areas), used as the sole food source of the primitive
^Ibid. , p. 66.
^Graham, Dodd, and Cottle, p. 653.
29
48societies.
Just as the randomization described above might have 
served to avoid unwitting regularity of behavior by the 
hunters, an analogous situation could possibly exist for 
common stock selections made in the face of a high degree of 
uncertainty. The basic problem, even if the technique is 
applicable, lies in the designation of the stock selection 
situations which should be classified as "high-uncertainty." 
This question leads to an examination of theory concerning the 
risk grouping of stocks.
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF RISK CLASSES
Common stock investors face two general kinds of risk:
1. financial risk, and,
492. business risk.
Business risk is defined as the relative dispersion of opera­
ting income, whereas financial risk is the risk to common
50shareholders due to debt o r  preferred stock claims.
✓
480mar K. Moore, "Divination— A New Perspective," 
American Anthropologist, LVIV (1957), 69-74.
^James C. Van Horne, Financial Management and Policy 
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968), p. 18.
50Ibid.
Surrogates for Risk
In attempting to measure business risk, a number of 
researchers have used industry groupings as risk classes. 
Modigliani and Miller,^ and Barges5  ^ are examples of re­
searchers who made use of this technique. Variability of 
net operating income has also been used to represent business
risk.53
Financial risk, however, is apparently not directly
considered in all common stock quality (risk) ratings; such
is the case with Value Line Investment Advisory Service.54
In deriving common stock quality (or risk ratings), Value
Line uses (1) growth of cash earnings, and (2) stability of
price in the past ten years. Stability of price is given
55three times as much weight as earnings growth.
51Franco Modigliani and Merton Miller, "The Cost of 
Capital, Corporation Finance, and the Theory of Investments," 
American Economic Review, June, 1958, pp. 251-296.
Alexander Barges, The Effect of Capital Structure 
on the Cost of Capital (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc
1963).
^Nicholas J. Gonedes, "A Test of the Equivalent Risk 
Assumption," Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 
IV (June, 1969), 159.
54Richard A. Stevenson, "The Variability of Common 
Stock Quality Ratings," Financial Analysts Journal, XXII 
(November-December, 1966), 98.
55lbid.
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In assigning its common stock ratings, Standard 
and Poor's Corporation considers: (1) earnings stability of
past eight years, plus a growth factor of the three most 
recent years^ and (2) dividend record of past twenty years, 
plus a growth factor.5  ^ It would appear that Standard and 
Poor's does give weight to financial risk in its considera­
tion of dividends. Standard and Poor's places heavy emphasis 
upon recent earnings growth in arriving at quality ratings.
Financial World assigns quality ratings according to 
three criteria: (1) nature and stability of earning power,
(2) stability of dividends, and (3) financial risk, in terms
c 7
of capital structure. '
Therefore, it appears that risk grouping is largely 
an art, based upon opinion as to which factors are most 
significant. Variability for either earnings, dividends, or 
stock price is considered by all three above services to be a 
significant behavior pattern for risk measurement. Most analy­
sts consider variability to be associated with a lack of
5 8predictability, which in turn creates risk. There are some
^Ibid.
57Ibid.
James H. Lorie, "NABAC Study on Measuring Investment 
Performance of Pension Funds," Financial Analysts Journal, XXIV 
(March-April, 1968), 142.
analysts, however, who feel that investors do not actually 
consider past variability to be as significant as environ­
mental factors confronting the company.^ Thus, the matter 
of assigning risk ratings to common stocks does not revolve 
around a common body of exact principles.
Characteristics of Risk Classes
The risk-reward principle encountered in financial 
theory maintains that higher risk requires a higher expected 
return by the investor. However, Richardson points out that 
if consistently higher returns were possible from high-risk 
stocks, investment funds would pour into this grade of stock
6 0and drive its prices up well beyond that of low-risk stocks. 
Ellis, in referring to Richardson, emphasized that higher 
returns from risky stocks can only be made by individuals (or 
institutions) capable of buying a large assortment of such 
risky stocks, thereby effectively insuring against dispro­
portionate losses which might easily result from holding only 
one or a few of these. Thus, diversification is quite
^Lemont K. Richardson, "Do High Risks Lead to High 
Returns?" Financial Analysts Journal, XXVI (March-April,
1970), 95.
60Ibid., p. 99.
^Charles D. Ellis, "Comments on Richardson Article," 
Financial Analysts Journal, XXVI (March-April, 1970), 92.
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crucial to investment in risky stocks. In addition, a given 
risk class of stocks may behave differently according to 
stock market conditions prevailing during the term of in­
vestment.
SIGNIFICANCE OF MARKET CONDITIONS
Certain industrial groupings of stocks are catagorized 
as defensive, whereas some others are considered to be growth 
stocks, and still others are referred to as cyclical. The 
terms used to describe these stock groups are perhaps indica­
tive of their nature with respect to stock market conditions..
Cyclical stocks rise early during a long market 
upswing, but begin falling early or before a long market fall; 
defensive stocks are relatively stable whether the market 
is going up or down; and growth stocks tend to be less de­
pressed in down markets but rise to new heights at the top of 
6 2bull markets. Defensive issues include utilities, food, 
and tobacco companies, while metals, transportation, textile,
6 3and machine tool shares are generally classified as cyclical. 
Growth stocks in recent times would include companies from
fi 2
Cobleigh, p. 71.
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data processing, precision instruments, hospital supply, food
6 4franchises, and publishing.
In general, however, it would seem that stocks having 
greater risk would do better than lower risk groups in rising 
stock markets, but do worse than lower risk stocks in falling 
or unstable market conditions. Some research evidence points 
toward these c o n c l u s i o n s , ^  but empirical proof of the signifi­
cance of market conditions with respect to stock risk class 
characteristics is lacking.
In summary, this chapter has presented theory relating 
to the research performed in this' dissertation. The following 
chapter contains an analysis of relevant empirical research.
^Ibid. , p. 88.
65W . Scott Bauman, "The Less Popular Stocks Versus the 
Most Popular Stocks," Financial Analysts Journal, XXI (January- 
February, 1965), 68.
CHAPTER III
RELATED RESEARCH
Considerable research has been directed toward 
discovering which variables are most important to funda­
mental analysis. In the following presentation of research, 
studies concerned with individual quantitative variables are 
considered,- followed by studies concerning combinations of 
quantitative variables. Next, research concerned with compari­
sons between the fundamental and random walk approaches is 
presented. Research is also discussed for: (1) random versus
technical approach, (2) the significance of risk class, and
(3) the significance of stock market conditions.
QUANTITATIVE FUNDAMENTAL VARIABLES
Earnings Growth
Murphy found no significance correlation between 
relative growth of earnings per share in successive periods.
His study included 344 companies in 12 industries in 38 differ­
ent test periods between the years 1950 and 1965.
■^Joseph E. Murphy, Jr., "Relative Growth of Earnings per 
Share— Past and Future," Financial Analysts Journal, XXII 
(November-December, 1966), 73-76.
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All tests were conducted on an industry basis, apparently to
divide companies into some kind of risk groupings. Murphy
concluded that the above research raised a question as to the
value in comparing companies on the basis of past earnings 
2
growth. In a later study, Murphy found a high correlation 
between relative growth in earnings per share and relative 
changes in stock market price'in the same time period. Even
O
for a one year period the correlation was quite high.
Smilen and Safian found that the earnings of a company 
may be compared to the average earnings of a similar group of
companies, with the result of highlighting potential stock
0
price gains.^ They concluded that relative earnings is a 
particularly important measure for longer term investments 
in securities that seem to be motivated largely by public 
enthusiasm.^
Huang found that a high percentage of growth stocks, 
selected in accordance with Standard and Poor's earnings 
growth requirements, did not remain growth stocks in succeeding 
periods of one to three years. He also concluded that even
^Ibid., p. 75.
Joseph E. Murphy, Jr., "Earnings Growth and Price 
Chance in the Same Time Period," Financial Analysts Journal, XXIV 
(January-February, 1968), 97-99.
^Smilen and Safian, pp. 104-107. ^Ibid., p. 106.
®Huang, p. 58. •
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where earnings growth.did make a correct prediction, the premi­
um paid for the growth may have been excessive. About 72 
percent of the stocks with successful earnings predictions
showed a paper loss, while the general market was improving
7rn the same period. Huang pointed out, hov/ever, that the 
1961 to 1964 time period used in the study was a generally
O
adverse period for growth stocks.
In a period covering 194 8 to 1967, Gould and
Buchsbaum .found that low relative earnings growth was a
better predictor for success than either high relative earnings
or low price-earnings ratios. However, dividends were not
taken into consideration, and this fact limited their con- 
q
elusions.
Rayner and Little found that there was no signifi­
cant correlation between earnings growth in one period with 
later p e r i o d s . L a r g e  British companies were used for the 
sample.
7Ibid., p. 59. 8Ibid.
^Alex Gould and Maurice Buchsbaum, "A Filter Approach 
Using Earnings Relatives," Financial Analysts Journal, XXV 
(November-December, 1969), 61-64.
10A. C. Rayner and I.M.D. Little, Higgledy Piggledy 
Growth Again (Oxford, England: Basil Blackwell, 1966), p. 58.
i;LIbid. , p. 4.
Rate of Return on Equity
Priest concluded that selecting stocks for investment
based on past rates of return was not a sufficient technique
to produce results better than those obtained using random 
12selection. The universe consisted of the four largest 
companies from each of twenty-three industries. The study 
period was 1954 to 1963, which was divided into two time 
periods: (1) 1954 to 1963, and (2) 1959 to 1963. It is
interesting to note that the 1954-63 period showed no signifi­
cant difference between the rate of return criterion and 
random selection, but the-1959 to 1963 period showed that 
the rate of return criterion was better than random selection, 
by a return of 8.1 percent compared to 5.1 percent obtained 
on the random s e l e c t i o n . T h u s ,  for the generally poorer 
stock market conditions in the period 1959 to 1963, his re­
sults show the rate of return criterion to be about one-third 
better, but Priest apparently did not regard this as significant
12priest, p. 113. 
13Ibid., pp. 111-13.
Murphy concluded that high past rates of return were 
no more indicative of above average growth of earnings per 
share than low rates of return. The study covered 244 com­
panies in 11 industries, for the years 1950 to 1965.
Murphy also concluded, in the same study, that high
retention of earnings was not a significant predictor for
15above average future growth.of earnings. The rate of return
on common equity was held constant in the test for significance
16of payout ratio. Rayner and Little also concluded that 
earnings retention was not a significant predictor for future 
earnings growth. ^  . •
Price-Earnings Ratio
In a study covering 1948-64, Miller and Widmann 
concluded that earnings growth was much higher for stocks 
selected on the basis of high price-earnings ratios. But they 
also concluded that stocks with high price-earnings ratios,
■*"^ Joseph E. Murphy, Jr. , "Return on Equity Capital, 
Dividend Payout, and Growth of Earnings per Share," Financial 
Analysts Journal, XXIII (May-June, 1967), 93.
15Ibid.
^Ibid.
17Rayner and Little, p. 60.
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which failed to have earnings growth above zero in a given
period, experienced a much higher penalty in price performance
than stocks with low price-earnings in similar circumstances.
In another study covering 1936 to 1966, they ‘found that low
price-earnings ratios were consistently better price performers
18than higher price-earnings ratios.
Fluegel found no significant difference between returns 
from stocks with high and low price-earnings ratios. He per­
formed an analysis of variance on a universe of stocks selected 
at random from Moody's Handbook of Common Stocks, 1966. The 
return on the whole universe was 11.3 percent, while the low 
price-earnings stocks returned 10.7 percent. All stocks were 
(assumed) held for ten years, beginning in 1951 to 1955.
It is interesting to observe the high return on the randomly- 
selected universe.
McWilliams concluded that low price-earnings ratios 
lead to significantly higher returns, but also in many 
cases to higher risk based upon the standard deviation of
■^®P. F. Miller, Jr., and E. R. Widmann, "Price 
Performance Outlook for High and Low P/E Stocks," Commercial 
and Financial Chronicle, September 29, 1966, pp. 26-27.
1 Q ,
Frederick K. Fluegel, "The Rate of Return on High 
and Low P/E Ratio Stocks," Financial Analysts Journal, XXIV 
(November-December, 1968), 130-33.
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2 0returns. it would appear from his data, however, that if 
he had used relative dispersion (standard deviation divided 
by mean return) as the risk measure, he would have con­
cluded that low price-earnings ratios lead to significantly 
higher returns and less risk. Relative dispersion of re­
turns, not absolute dispersion (standard deviation), should
be used to compare risk of two or more individual or groups
21of investments.
McWilliam's sample included 390 stocks over the 
period 1953 through 1964. The stocks were grouped into 
deciles from lowest to highest price-earnings ratios.
The four deciles with the lowest ratios had average re­
turns of four or five percent better than the average for 
the whole group, and the risk of these groups would have 
been significantly less than the higher ratios if relative 
disperions had been considered.22
Vaughn concluded that equal investments in the 
five lowest price earnings ratios on the Dow Jones In­
dustrial Average stocks from 1955 to 1965 would have
James D. McWilliams, "Prices, Earnings, and P-E 
Ratios," Financial Analysts Journal, XXII (May-June, 1966), 
139-40.
2^Van Horne, p. 18. 
^McWilliams, pp. 138-39.
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produced a 17.5 percent compounded annual rate of return. 
Annual substitutions were assumed, along with reinvestment 
of dividends.23
Nicholson studied two differentgroups of stocks 
in the same study, and concluded that stocks with low 
price-earnings ratios showed considerably more apprecia­
tion than stocks with high-price-earnings ratios. One 
group of 100 stocks covered a variety of industries, and 
the other group of 29 stocks covered only the chemical 
industry.2/*
Nicholson did a l'ater study which confirmed his 
(above) findings. Using 189 companies in 18 industries, 
he found that five-year appreciation averaged 32 percent 
for stocks with price-earnings ratios greater than 20, 
and 90 percent for those with price-earnings ratios of 
10 or less.25
33Vaughn, Survey of Investments, p. 409.
24s. Francis Nicholson, "Price-Earnings Ratios," 
Financial Analysts Journal, XVI (July-August, 1960) ,
43-45.
33s. Francis Nicholson, "Price Ratios in Relation 
to Investment Results," Financial Analysts Journal, XXIV 
(January-February, 1968), 105-109.
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Murphy and Stevenson concluded that price-earnings 
ratios were not significant predictors for future growth 
in earnings. Tests were made within eleven industries 
from 1950 to 1964. Tests were also made on a composite 
group of companies for all industries.^6
Murphy did a later study with Nelson, and confirmed
the conclusions of the earlier study that the price-earnings
ratio was insignificant in predicting future earnings growth
or price performance. The study covered 203 firms in 10
industries. As in the previous study, industrial groupings
27were used m  an attempt to hold business risk constant.
Breen, however, found that low price-earnings ratios 
gave superior performance to randomly selected securities. 
Portfolios from sizes ten to fifty were selected. His 
conclusions were the same for both industrial and mixed 
groups. There was some evidence that the price-earnings
26j0seph E. Murphy, Jr. and Harold W. Stevenson, 
"Price/Earnings Ratios and Future Growth of Earnings and 
Dividends," Financial Analysts Journal, XXIII (November- 
December, 1967), 111-14.
27joseph E. Murphy, Jr. and J. Russell Nelson,
"A Note on the Stability of P/E Ratios," Financial Analysts 
Journal, XXV (March-April, 1969), 77-79.
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ratio was a more significant performance measure when
used with the mixed g r o u p i n g s . ^ 8
Roth and McKenzie concluded that low-priced stocks
made much higher price gains than high-priced stocks.
A study of gains on all common stocks listed on the New
York Stock Exchange from 1897 to 1929 showed that stocks
selling in the $10 to 15 range gained an average of 127
percent in price, whereas stocks in the $70 to 100 price
2 Qrange gained 43 percent. ?
Combinations of Quantitative Variables
Kourday illustrated an approach to stock selection 
using relative prices, earnings, and price-earnings ratios. 
His scheme employed the use of the Dow Jones Industrial 
Average values as the point of reference for analyzing a 
given stock's relative earnings, price, and price-earnings 
ratio. He illustrated the approach using General Motors, 
pointing out that General Motors was undervalued at certain
2 8 w i l l i a m  Breen, "Low P/E Ratios and Industry' Re­
latives," Financial Analysts' Journal, XXIV (July- 
August, 1968), 127.
^Carl Roth and John T. McKenzie, Selecting Stocks 
to Buy for Profit (New York: Standard and Poor's Corpora­
tion, 1965), p. 77.
points by the market from 1959 to 1963.^
Levy and Kripotos used cross-classification of 
earnings growth, price-earnings ratio, and relative price 
strength to explore the informational value of combinations 
of these quantitative variables. Relative price strength 
was defined as the ratio of current stock price to an 
average price for the preceding six months. The study 
was performed on 295 widely held stocks for the period 1957 
to 1964. The rates of return from the stocks were cross­
classified by grouping the stocks first according to one 
measure, then according to the other two measures within 
the first measure. The results showed that stocks classi­
fied first by best earnings growth and then by best rela­
tive price strength were the top performers (18.8 percent 
return), followed by a classification using best relative 
price strength and then earnings growth (15.4 percent re­
turn) . Price-earnings ratio was found to be an insignifi­
cant predictor for high returns, regardless of classifi­
cation.
^Michael Kourday, "A Method of Outperforming the 
Market," Financial Analysts Journal, XIX (November- 
December, 1963), 35-43.
3lRobert A. Levy and Spero L. Kripotos, "Earnings 
Growth, P/E's and Relative Price Strength," Financial 
Analysts Journal, XXV (November-December, 1969) , 60-67.
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RANDOM VERSUS FUNDAMENTAL
The following research is concerned with empirical 
evidence which compared the general fundamental approach 
as opposed to the random walk hypothesis. The fundamental 
approach is assumed to have been used in all of the follow­
ing comparisons with random selection. It is possible, 
however, that technical analysis may have been used by 
some of the parties representing fundamental analysis.
This possibility was not discussed in the original re­
search presentations. Therefore, the fundamental approach 
in these cases represents all techniques other than a 
random walk approach.
Friend and Vickers concluded there was no evidence 
to show that mutual fund performances have been any better 
than the performances of hypothetical, randomly selected 
portfolios. Fifty mutual fund portfolios were compared 
with fifty randomly selected portfolios, with the as­
sumption that all portfolio mixtures remained unchanged 
throughout the period. There was no significant differ­
ence in rate of return, nor risk, as measured by relative 
dispersion.^
32priend and Vickers, pp. 391-415.
Rinfret compared the higher returns on mutual 
funds to the Standard and Poor's Composite Index, and 
concluded that mutual funds did better than average 
p e r f o r m a n c e . 33 it would appear, however, that if one 
measures risk in terms of relative dispersion, the mutual 
funds had considerably higher risk than average. In 
this case, his results would have supported the random 
walk notion that higher returns from fundamentally 
selected portfolios result only from taking greater than 
average risk.
Douglas found that an average of randomly selected 
portfolios had a return of 3 percent higher than an average 
of mutual fund portfolios. Douglas did not allow for 
brokerage fees and other costs, therefore the actual results 
would seem to put the returns on about the same level.34
Sharpe concluded that, on the average, mutual funds 
perform about as well as the Dow Jones Industrial Average
33pierre A. Rinfret, "Investment Managers Are Worth 
Their Keep," Financial Analysts Journal, XXIV (March-April, 
1968) , 169.
3^George Douglas, "Risk in the Equity Markets," 
(Ph.D. disseration, Yale, 1967), cited by Henry C. Wallich, 
"What Does the Random Walk Hypothesis Mean to Security 
Analysts?" Financial Analysts Journal, XXIV (March-April, 
1968) , 69.
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stocks; but after expenses are deducted they do somewhat 
worse than the average. His sample was composed of thirty-
Q C
four open-end mutual funds during the period 1954 to 1963.
Bauman compiled lists of "most popular" and "least 
popular" stocks held by a random selection of investment 
companies for a ten year period ending December 31, 1963.
He found that the "least popular" stocks did slightly 
better than the "most popular" stocks, but that neither 
group performed as well as Standard and Poor's Composite 
Index.36
Other researchers have also concluded that mutual 
funds perform only as well or worse than the averages.
For example, Jensen,3^Doan and Hills,33and Treynor and
O Q
Mazuy all reached the above conclusion.
35>Sharpe, pp. 119-38.
36Bauman, "The Less Popular Stocks versus the Most 
Popular," pp. 61-69.
•^Michael C. Jensen, "The Performance of Mutual Funds 
in the period 1945-64," Paper presented at the Annual Meeting 
of the American Finance Association, Washington, D. C. , 
December 30, 1967.
33C. Russell Doane and Edward J. Hills, Investment 
Trusts and Funds (American Institute for Economic Research,
1965), pp. 67-68.
3^Jack L. Treynor and Kay K. Mazuy, "Can Mutuai Funds 
Outguess the Market?" Harvard Business Review, XXXXIV 
(July-August, 1966).
Kahl found that the use of the Markowitz-Sharpe 
portfolio model would have been superior to institutional 
performance over a (total) period from 1956 to 1967, using 
historical data (1946 to 1955) as surrogates for the 
estimates required by the model. The universe of stocks 
was classified into the eight risk classes according to 
Standard and Poor's quality r a t i n g s . ^0
Lorie and Fisher did a study covering all of the 
common stocks listed on the New York Stock Exchange from 
1926 through 1960. The average rate of return was 9 
percent per annum compounded annually, assuming reinvest­
ment of dividends and payment of expenses.^  This finding 
has been interpreted to mean that an investor, on the 
average, could have obtained a 9 percent return investing 
completely at random in these stocks over this period.^2
^Alfred L. Kahl, Jr., "Investment Management and 
the Computer: Limitations and Prospects," (Ph.D. disser­
tation, University of Florida, 1969), quoted in "Abstracts 
of Doctoral Dissertations," Journal of Finance, XXV 
(March, 1970), 170-71.
41L . Fisher and J. H. Lorie, "Rates of Return on 
Investments in Common Stock," Journal of Business,
XXXVII (January, 1964), 1-21.
^^Louis Engel, How to Buy Stocks (4th ed., New York 
Bantam Books, Inc., 1967), p. 208.
This interpretation was confirmed somewhat in a later 
study by Fisher. Fisher computed rates of return for all 
possible transactions where one might have chosen the 
stock, the purchase and sale dates at random. He found 
that one would have made money 78 percent of the time at 
a median return of 9.8 percent.
Senator Thomas J. McIntyre threw a dart at a page 
of stock market quotations to select a random stock 
portfolio. His portfolio reportedly outperformed nearly 
all of the mutual funds.^
Eiteman and Eiteman found that one could have in­
vested $1,000 in each of 91 randomly selected stocks 
from 1937 to 1961, and realized an annual (compound)
yield of 14.2 percent. The Dow Jones Industrial Average
45stocks would have performed only slightly better.
Shelton found that the 18,565 contestants in the 
1965-66 Value Line contest had an average performance
43Lawrence Fisher, "Outcomes for 'Random' Invest­
ments in Common Stocks Listed on the New York Stock Exchange 
Journal of Business, XXXVIII (July, 1965), 149-59.
^^Adam Smith (pseud.), p. 128.
^Wilford j. Eiteman and Dean S. Eiteman, Common 
Stock Values and Yields, 1950-61 (Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan Bureau of Business Research, 1962).
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of about 1.2 percent better than 18,565 randomly selected 
portfolios of the same size selected by the contestants. 
Shelton concluded that the contestants had performed better 
than the randomly selected portfolios.46
Concerning the random walk notion that the stock 
market is efficient, Molodovsky concluded that the market 
was wrong during significant periods of time between 1953 
and 196 8. He plotted a "normalized" Standard and Poor's 
Composite price-earnings ratio and found that there were 
considerable intervals of time when the market price- 
earnings ratios were too high. This tends to refute the 
random walk notion of market efficiency.^
In summary, the above research represents a large 
majority of all efforts aimed at comparing fundamental 
or traditional investment approaches to average or random 
performance. The following section is concerned with 
technical analysis versus the random walk hypothesis.
46J o h n  p. Shelton, "The Value Line Contest: A
Test of the Predictability of Stock Price Changes,"
Journal of Business, XXXX (July, 1967), 260-61.
^^Nicholas Molodovsky, "Stock Values and Stock 
Prices," Financial Analysts Journal, XXIV (November- 
December, 1968), 144-45.
RANDOM VERSUS TECHNICAL
A large portion of the arguments over randomness 
in stock prices has been between technical analysts and 
advocates of the random walk hypothesis. The following 
studies represent the major body of these works.
Around 1900, Bachelier found that randomness
existed in the French futures and government security
price movements. His was the first study to lend support
A 8to the random walk hypothesis. ° No further work was done 
on the subject until the 1930's when Working and Cowles 
undertook their studies. Holbrook Working concluded in 
1934 that time series in general appeared to commonly 
possess in many respects a highly random nature, that is, 
the changes between successive observations tended to be 
largely random in character.^ Alfred Cowles reached the 
same conclusions, writing about 1938. Cowles found some
^Louis Bachelier, "Theory of Speculation," The 
Random Character of Stock Prices, ed. by Paul H. Cootner 
(Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 1964), pp. 17-75.
4^Holbrook Working, "A Random-Difference Series for 
Use in the Analysis of Time Series," Journal of the American 
Statistical Association, XXIX (1934) , 11.
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tendency toward persistence in stock price movements, but 
concluded that in no case was this sufficient to provide 
more than neglible profits after payment of brokerage 
costs.^0 In 1953, M. G. Kendall (while looking for some­
thing else) found that changes in security prices behaved 
nearly as if they had been generated by a "fair" roulette 
wheel with independence between o u t c o m e s . B e g i n n i n g  
with Kendall, other works concerning the random walk 
hypothesis came forth more rapidly.
Roberts demonstrated that a stock index could be 
constructed by random simulation which closely resembles 
the actual index. He used standard deviations selected 
from a table of random deviations to construct a simu­
lated stock index. The random deviations represent 
random movements of the index, after starting from any 
given point. He compared simulations with actual changes 
in the Dow Jones Industrial Average and the actual level
^Alfred Cowles, "A Revision of Previous Conclusions 
Regarding Stock Price Behavior," The Random Character of 
Stock Prices, ed. by Paul H. Cootner (Cambridge: The
M.I.T. Press, 1964), pp. 138-39.
SlHarry V. Roberts, "Stock Market 'Patterns' and 
Financial Analysis: Methodological Suggestions," The
Random Character of Stock Prices, ed. by Paul H. Cootner- 
(Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 1964), p. 7.
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of the average for the year 1956, and revealed a fair 
resemblance.  ^^
Moore found only a slight serial correlation (0.07) 
in 873 changes of the Standard and Poor's 500 Stock Index, 
taken from January, 1942 to September, 195 8, at the Friday 
closing l e v e l . M o o r e  found a somewhat higher serial 
correlation (coefficient of 0.153) on the New York Stock 
Exchange Index, but also concluded that the association 
was not significant. He also found that eighteen of the 
individual stocks out of the twenty-five represented 
displayed negative serial correlations, while the above 
figure for the index as a whole was positive.^4 Thus, 
there is some empirical evidence that the behavior of an 
index is not necessarily representative of many of the 
individual stocks comprising that index.
Moore also performed a regression on the same New 
York Stock Exchange Index stocks. One of the variables
52ibid., pp. 9-13.
53Arnold b . Moore, "Some Characteristics of Changes 
In Common Stock Prices," The Random Character of Stock 
Prices, ed. by Paul H. Cootner (Cambridge: The M.I.T.
Press, 1964), p. 145.
54Ibid., p. 149.
used was an "index of volume," consisting of the number 
of observation points (Fridays) for which the given 
stocks were not traded. He concluded that this "index 
of volume" did not add significantly to the stock price 
index changes, thus implying that volume considerations 
by technicians are without merit.^
Granger and Morgenstern also studied the relation­
ship of volume to price. They used a technique called 
"coherence diagrams" to measure the association between 
the two time series of price and volume. The S.E.C. 
composite price index was compared with the over-all 
turnover volume of stocks on the New York Stock Exchange 
(weekly, 1939-1961). Two individual stocks were also 
tested as above. In both instances, very little associa-
C r
tion was found between the price and volume series.
A runs test was utilized by Sidney Alexander on 
monthly values of the Standard and Poor's 500 stock compo­
site from 1918-1956. A runs test is used to determine
S^Moore, p. 156.
56c. W. J. Granger and Oskar Morgenstern, "Spectral 
Analysis of New York Stock Market Prices." The Random 
Character of Stock Prices, ed. by Paul H. Cootner (Cambridge 
The M.I.T. Press, 1964), pp. 176-177.
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whether any significant amount of bunching together exists 
in a series of observations.^ Without allowing for any 
long-term upward trend in the market, Alexander found 
that the actual number of upward runs was significantly 
different from the expected number assuming the fifty 
percent probabilities of up or down suggested by a random 
walk. But after adjusting the probabilities of randomness 
to allow for the actual uptrend in the market over the 
period studied (probability of 0.58 up, and 0.42 down), 
he found that the actual runs upward were very close to 
what would be expected under a random w a l k . ^8 Another 
study attempted to determine whether or not a prominent 
leading indicator was actually useful in predicting stock 
prices.
A study by Alan J. Zakon and James C. Pennypacker 
examined the correlation between the Advance-Decline Line 
and several market averages. The Advance-Decline Line 
is a running, cumulative total of differences between
^Sidney Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics for the 
Social Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc.,
1956), p. 52.
58Sidney S. Alexander, "Price Movements in Specula­
tive Markets," The Random Character of Stock Prices, ed. 
by Paul H. Cootner (Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 1964),
pp. 210-214.
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daily advances and declines in stock prices on a given 
stock exchange. Two time periods were used: (1) September
6 , 1966 to October 29, 1967 (daily), and (2) April 11,
1963 to October 26, 1967 (weekly). Different time lags 
were used, and it was found that the association was 
better the shorter the time interval between the Advance- 
Decline figure and the value of particular average. But 
it was concluded that even the best association measure 
obtained was too small to provide any basis for belief 
in the Advance-Decline Line as a predictor of future stock 
market price m o v e m e n t s . T h e  test of another leading 
indicator was done by Mayor.
Mayor studied the usefulness of the short interest 
level as a leading indicator of stock prices. The short 
interest level is the amount of stock sold short at a 
given point in time, and is considered by many to be a 
pessimistic prediction when its value is low, and opti­
mistic when its value is high. With the use of regression 
analysis, Mayor found that the short interest level was 
not a significant predictor for movements of the Standard
59&lan J. Zakon and James C. Pennypacker, "An 
Analysis of the Advance-Decline Line as a Stock Market 
Indicator," Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis,
III (September, 1968), 250-55.
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and Poor's 500 Index. He found similar results for 14 
randomly selected individual stocks. Mayor also found 
that a simulation using Standard and Poor's Index values 
selected at random for each given short interest value 
produced a correlation as strong as the actual case.
He concluded that, over the long run, short traders have 
a negative expected rate of return due to the upward 
trend in stock prices and dividends.^0
In addition to the studies exploring the random 
walk hypothesis with statistical tests, there have been 
a number of empirical studies which substituted mechanical 
trading rules for the real behavior of technicians, and 
contrasted the success of these rules with those obtained 
using a simple buy and hold policy. The buy and hold 
policy is used by some authors to represent the philo­
sophy of the random walk hypothesis, since random price 
movements would eliminate any advantages in pursuing 
short or intermediate term price movements. One of the 
most widely used mechanical trading devices is the "filter" 
technique.
GOThomas H. Mayor, "Short Trading Activities and 
the Price of Equities: Some Simulation and Regression
Results," Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis,
III (September, 1968)/ 283-98.
The filter technique consists of establishing a 
certain percentage by which a variable such as stock price 
must move up or down before a buy or sell action is taken. 
Thus, the filter (theoretically) eliminates purely random 
fluctuations and action is taken only for genuine moves 
of a stock's price. In some studies, it is also assumed 
that when the price drops by the filter percentage, a 
short sale is made and subsequently covered when the price 
rises again (from its lowest point) by the filter percentage.
Sidney S. Alexander used several different filters 
on the Standard and Poor's Industrial Average (daily 
closing prices) from 1929 to 1959. His results showed 
significantly more profits for the filter technique over 
those for a simple buy and hold policy. The largest 
average annual return was for the 5 percent filter which 
yielded 36.8 percent as compared to 3 percent for the 
buy and hold technique. Alexander felt that he had solved 
the contradiction presented by studies of random walk.
He concluded that the filter substituted the "move" for 
the "time" dimension of statistical tests lending support 
to random walk. Thus, the fact that certain moves exist
^Alexander, pp. 214-15.
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in the price of a stock would not be inconsistent with 
randomness observed in a series of that stock's prices 
where a block of time was selected and examined. ^
Alexander's study was heavily criticized for his 
use of daily closing prices without considering the 
daily highs and lows. An upward bias (in support of the 
filter technique) thus arose when he ignored daily highs 
and lows for days on which no transaction was prompted. •
For if no transaction was prompted on a given day, this 
meant that daily moves beyond the filter percentage must 
have reversed themselves immediately, and thereby the 
full amount of the filter would be lost on each reversal. 
This loss would be generated due to either: (1) buying
at the top side of an increase and then losing the filter 
percentage in the immediate drop in price, or (2) by 
selling after a filter percentage drop, then buying again 
after the price had immediately risen again by the amount 
of the filter. Alexander admitted to this bias, and 
adjusted his data accordingly in his second study. After 
this adjustment, however, his results showed no signifi­
cant difference between profits under the filters and
62jbid., pp. 216-17.
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those of a buy and hold p o l i c y . ^3 Thus, his findings did 
not refute the random walk hypothesis, as he had concluded 
in his prior study.
Eugene Fama further criticized Alexander's second 
study for failure to allow for dividends which would 
have been paid to lenders of stock for the short sales 
made when the price dropped below the filter percentage.64
Fama used filters ranging from 0.5 to 50 percent, 
and compared the mean profits for all filter sizes with 
those of a buy and hold policy. Individual stocks (the 
Dow Jones Industrial Average stocks) were used, assuming 
purchases of 100 share lots. Comparisons both before 
and after allowing for commissions showed the filter tech­
nique to be less profitable than a.buy and hold policy.^
Fama noted that Alexander had differentiated be­
tween dependence in a series of prices and "movements"
63gidney S. Alexander, "Price Movements in Specu­
lative Markets, No. 2," The Random Character of Stock 
Prices, ed. by Paul H. Cootner (Cambridge: The M.I.T.
Press, 1964), pp. 340-41.
G^Eugene p. Fama, "The Filter Technique and Stock 
Market Trading," Journal of Business, XXXVIII (January,
1965) , 81-83.
65ifc>id. , p. 83.
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in the price of stocks. To answer this contention, Fama 
applied the sign test to the thirty stocks used above, 
and pointed to the fact that the returns before commis­
sions showed sixteen positive and fourteen negative returns, 
which is about what one would expect in a random market 
with a long term upward trend.^6 The sign test is 
based upon the binomial probability distribution, and 
considers only the direction and not the magnitude of 
observations.^
Fama did a later study with M. E. Blume, and their 
conclusions supported the random walk hypothesis. In 
this study, the filter technique was used again,-with 
the same conclusions as Fama's first study. The observed 
returns using the filters gave better results than the 
buy and hold policy, but the results were not sufficient 
to provide profits after c o m m i s s i o n s .^8
In addition to the filter technique, studies have 
used portfolio mixing and moving average strategies.
66lbid., pp. 84-85.
67siegel, p. 68.
68Eugene F. Fama and M. E. Blume, "Filter Rules and 
Stock Market Trading," Journal of Business, XXXIX (January,
1966), 226-41.
Robert A. Levy did a study which compared the "relative 
strength" hypothesis against the buy and hold policy 
recommended by random walk advocates. The relative strength 
hypothesis maintains that continual upgrading of stocks 
in a given portfolio will significantly increase the over­
all portfolio return. Levy found the use of the relative 
strength hypothesis to be more profitable than the buy 
and hold policy. But he also pointed out that the standard 
deviation of the returns was higher under the relative 
strength hypothesis; therefore, he concluded that the up-
Qgrading process had more risk than a buy and hold policy.  ^
However, if Levy had considered relative dispersion rather 
than standard deviations, it appears from his data that 
there would have been no significant difference in the 
two methods concerning risk.
Evans found that maintenance of constant proportions 
of various stocks in a portfolio was superior to buying 
and holding the stocks in this portfolio. This formula 
plan required that, as certain securities' prices fell, 
more of these were purchased, and as other securities'
69Robert A. Levy, "Random Walks: Reality or Myth,"
Financial Analysts Journal, XXIII (November-December,
1967), 70.
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prices rose, less of these were held in the portfolio. 
Reallocation among the various stocks was done at fixed 
intervals, and dividends were automatically reinvested, 
but not necessarily in the same stock. The automatic 
reinvestment for the buy and hold case was assumed to be 
in the same company.70
The data consisted of 470 securities listed on the 
Standard and Poor's Index for 195 8. Observations were 
taken of these securities from January 1, 1958 to July 1,
196 7. Evans felt that the fixed proportion strategy had 
less risk, since it maintained the same risk proportions 
between the stocks in the portfolio. This assumes, of 
course, that the risk of the individual stocks remained 
stable over the entire time period, and this assumption 
seems questionable. The buy and hold portfolio, he con­
cluded, had higher risk because the stocks with rising 
values caused the risk proportions to shift from their 
initial amounts.71
7°John L. Evans, "The Random Walk Hypothesis, Port­
folio Analysis, and the Buy and Hold Criterion," Journal 
of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, III (September,
1968), 329.
71ibid.
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James tested some moving averages against the buy 
and hold policy. The averages were tested on data taken 
from 1926 to 1960. Two kinds of moving average strategies 
were used: (1) an unweighted moving average, based on
seven months observations, with action taken after a 2 
percent rise or fall away from the average line, and (2) 
an exponentially-smoothed average, which gave greater 
weight to more recent data. The test was made for both:
(1) assuming automatic dividend reinvestment, and (2) not 
assuming automatic dividend reinvestment. Both kinds of 
moving averages did significantly worse than the buy and 
hold strategy, except where the data were not adjusted 
for automatic dividend reinvestment. Even in this case, 
the moving averages did not perform significantly better 
than the buy and hold policy. James concluded that his 
results supported the random walk hypothesis.^
Seelenfreund, Parker, and Van Horne used a pre­
dictive equation technique, and found results similar to 
those of James. The study was done on 30 industrial 
stocks selected at random from the New York Stock Exchange
E. James, Jr., "Monthly Moving Averages— An 
Effective Investment Tool?" Journal of Financial and 
Quantitative Analysis, III (September, 1968), 315-26.
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and the results supported the random walk h y p o t h e s i s .
In summary, the above studies are concerned with 
contrasting technical analysis with the random walk 
hypothesis. The following section presents study results 
dealing with the classification of stocks according to 
risk.
CHARACTERISTICS OF RISK CLASSES
Kahl concluded that the eight Standard and Poor's 
common stock quality ratings were operationally effective 
risk measures. This hypothesis was tested in connection 
with his dissertation concerning the Markowitz-Sharpe 
portfolio model.74
Stevenson, however, concluded that three rating 
services: (1) Value Line Investment Advisory Service,
(2) Standard and Poor1s Stock Guide, and (3) Financial 
World had significantly different ratings for the same 
group of stocks. He used 110 stocks chosen from the 
Value Line Investment Advisory Service which were also 
rated by the other two services. He concluded that risk
73Alan Seelenfreund, George G. Parker, and James 
C. Van Horne, "Stock Price Behavior and Trading," Journal 
of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, III (September,. 196 8), 
263-79.
74Kahl, p. 170.
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class characteristics mean different things to different 
rating services, and that quality ratings have only 
limited value for predicting performance and stability 
of stocks.75
Richardson pointed out that there is some empirical 
evidence to support the theory that higher risk leads to 
higher return.76 The Lorie and Fisher study revealed an 
average return of 9 percent on common stocks from 1926 
to 1965.77 £ study by Hickman revealed that high grade
corporate bonds for about the same period yielded about 
4 to 5 p e r c e n t .  78 since common stocks have more risk than 
high grade bonds, these results provide real evidence to 
support the risk-reward t h e o r y . 79 & study by the Bank
Administration Institute also provided evidence that there
75stevenson, pp. 98-100.
76Richardson, p. 94.
77Lorie and Fisher, pp. 1-21.
78w. Braddock Hickman, Corporate Bond Quality and 
Investor Experience (Princeton University Press, 1958)
79Richardson, p. 94.
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was a direct relationship between risk and return.**0 Farrar 
concluded that balanced mutual funds had experienced rela­
tively low variance of returns in accordance with their 
somewhat lower rate of return.8^ Friend and Vickers, how­
ever found no significant difference between the disper­
sion of mixed portfolio and growth mutual funds over the 
period 1958 through 1963.88
Clark did a study on common stocks with Standard 
and Poor's A plus through B minus ratings, and found 
consistently higher rates of return for the higher risk 
classes. In terms of variance, however, he concluded that 
there was no significant difference between the lowest 
risk stocks and a random sample composed mostly of average 
risk stocks?8 Soldofsky and Biderman presented the same 
basic evidence as Clark, but with preferred stocks rated
80Bank Administration Institute, Measuring the 
Investment Performance of Pension Funds (1968), p. 15, 
quoted by Lemont K. Richardson, "Do High Risks Lead 
to High Returns?" Financial Analysts Journal, XXVI 
(March-April, 1970), 88.
8lDonald E. Farrar, The Investment Decision Under 
Uncertainty (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962).
82priend and Vickers, p. 400.
88John N. Clark, "Common Stock Fluctuations, 
Financial Analysts Journal, XX (May-June, 1964), 71-73.
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by Standard and Poor's. The higher risk stocks had higher 
returns, but did not have greater variance.®4
Bauman found that "least popular" and "most popular" 
groups of stocks held by a sample of mutual funds had 
significantly different risk. The "least popular" group, 
composed of smaller and less known companies, had much 
wider variations in price than the "most popular" group.
Mayer found that industrial difference of business 
risk might be. significant enough to necessitate taking 
them into account in selecting the basic discount rate
p fr
to be used in determining the value of a given stock.
Gonedes, however, concluded that six out of eight industrial
stock groups had significant intra-industry heterogeneity.
His findings did not support the use of industry grouping
87as an attempt to standardize business risk. Wippern 
reached the same conclusion as Gonedes, and found that 
variation within industries was as great as variation
84Ibid., p. 73.
8^Bauman, p. 68.
88Robert W. Mayer, "Business Risk and the Earnings 
Multiplier," Financial Analysts Journal, XXI (September- 
October, 1965), 22.
8^Gonedes, p. 167.
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between industries, with the one exception of the electric
utilities industry. His test was based upon a study of
88eight industries over the period 1954 to 1963.
STOCK MARKET CONDITIONS
Fisher computed rates of return according to busi­
ness cycles in his study which simulated all possible 
random stock selections from 1926 to 1960.®^ He did not, 
however, use different stock risk classes, nor did he 
divide the time periods according to stock market conditions.
Bauman concluded•that higher risk stocks tended 
to perform worse under unstable market conditions than 
lower risk stocks.^ Friend and Vickers found that mixed 
portfolio mutual funds had significantly better perfor­
mance in a period of market instability (1958 to 1963) than
Q 1
growth mutual funds. A These findings, of Bauman, Friend
88R0nald F. Wippern, "A Note on the Equivalent 
Risk Class Assumption," The Engineering Economist, Spring, 
1966, pp. 13-22.
B^Fisher, pp. 149-59.
90]3auman, p. 65.
^lpriend and Vickers, p. 399.
and Vickers give some indication that market conditions 
might have different effects on different risk classes 
of stocks.
In summary, this chapter has presented research 
relating to the objectives of this dissertation. Research 
was presented for: (1) quantitative variables, (2) quali­
tative variables, (3) random versus fundamental approaches 
(4) random versus technical approaches, (5) risk class 
characteristics, and (6) stock market conditions. The 
following chapter describes the methodology employed in 
this dissertation.
CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY 
DEFINITION OF TERMS
Most of the terms used in this dissertation are 
the same as those in common usage throughout the field of 
investments. However, a few terms were used which need 
interpretation for the purposes of this research.
Earnings growth refers to the percentage increase 
in earnings per share of common stock, for the most 
recently reported period, compared with the immediately 
preceding period. The price-earnings ratio was computed 
using the current stock price divided by earnings for 
the most recently reported period. The period used for 
both measures was the calendar fiscal year, except for 
selections made late in a year or early in the following 
year before fiscal period earnings reports were available. 
In the latter cases, the first three quarters of the 
current year were used. This period seemed to be more 
appropriate than prior year information which, at that 
time, was at least three-quarters of a year old.
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One of the fundamental techniques consisted of a 
combination of high earnings growth and low price-earnings 
ratio. This technique is referred to as the "combination" 
technique.
The common stock risk classes used were Standard 
and Poor's "B+" and "C" quality ratings. Standard and 
Poor's also refers to these as "average" and "low" quality, 
which in this research were used to denote average and 
high risk classes, respectively.
Relative dispersion was measured in an attempt to 
determine the true risk of the Standard and Poor1s risk 
classes of stocks, and the risk of using a particular 
fundamental technique. The measure is obtained for a given 
group of stocks by dividing the standard deviation of the 
returns by the mean value.
The total period studied was from March, 1958 through 
December, 1967. For some tests, the total period was divided 
into two periods referred to as "stable" or "unstable" market 
conditions. The "unstable" market period included the years 
1958 through 1962, and the "stable" market period included 
the years 1963 through 1967. The terms "stable" and "unstable" 
were used in a relative sense, indicating the general condition 
of the stock market. In all cases, the word "stock" refers
74
only to common stock investment, whether explicitly stated 
or not.
RESEARCH PLAN AND GENERAL HYPOTHESES
As previously stated, the major purpose of this 
dissertation was to explore the relative effectiveness 
of different approaches to stock investment in two 
different risk classes, under different market conditions.
The simulation used in this research was taken from the 
viewpoint of the relatively small, non-institutional 
investor or speculator. •
In the opinion of the author, previous research 
efforts had failed to provide simulation of stock invest­
ments where risk and market conditions were both control­
led, even in a general sense. This might explain the many 
conflicting research findings noted in the preceding chapter 
concerning related research. In the present study, attempts 
were made to control both risk and the effect of general 
stock market conditions.
The hypotheses tested are stated below:
1. The quantitative fundamental variables, earnings 
growth, price-earnings ratio, and a combination of these, are 
valid criteria for improving stock investment performance in 
high and average risk stocks.
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2. High and average risk classes have significant 
differences as to rate of return and relative dispersion of 
returns.
3. Random selection is a valid method for improving 
stock investment performance in high and average risk classes.
4. The successful use of a fundamental type of 
analysis requires higher than average risk, where risk 
is measured by relative dispersion of returns.
5. The general condition of the stock market has a 
significant bearing upon the above questions.
EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENT
Sampling
The stocks used for the universe were chosen from 
Standard and Poor's Stock Guide. A group of twenty stocks 
was chosen after a random starting point from each of 
thirty-eight monthly issues of the above publication, from 
March, 1958 through December, 1967, for each of the two 
risk classes. The decision to select twenty stocks was 
made arbitrarily. A minimum of three months was allowed 
between the above thirty-eight group selections, so that 
independence could be maintained between successive groups 
of stocks. Thus, even if the same stock were chosen to
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represent a particular technique two or three times con­
secutively over time, it would represent a different invest­
ment each time. This occurred infrequently over the entire 
experiment, mostly in the higher risk class because of its 
smaller representation in Standard and Poor's Stock Guide.
All stocks chosen in a given month met the following 
criteria:
1. Calender fiscal year, with one month tolerance 
in either direction.
2. Uniform reporting as to interim earnings.
3. Could not be foreign issues nor primarily 
defense industries, as described by the Stock Guide.
4. Must have the appropriate quality rating used 
for risk classes in the research.
5. No mergers nor insolvency during the assumed 
holding period.
6 . No major changes in number of shares outstanding, 
as described by the Stock Guide under its "Remarks" section, 
or in the footnotes concerning earnings per share.
7. No rights offerings, as evidenced by the Stock 
Guide and a search among the listed quotations over the study 
period.
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8 . Listing by either the New York or American 
Stock Exchange on both the purchase and sale date.
Companies with essentially the same reported earnings 
periods were used in order to control the time lag of 
information between stocks in a given group. Foreign and 
defense-oriented stocks were eliminated because of possible 
risk characteristics not common with other stocks in a 
given risk class. The remaining criteria listed above 
were also aimed at eliminating as many differences as 
possible between stocks in a given group.
For each risk class, a total of 760 (38 periods,
20 stocks per period) investment simulations were made 
over the total time period under study. Equal investments 
of $10,000 in each stock was assumed for computational 
purposes, with allowance for brokerage fees and state 
transfer taxes as described in the back pages of each issue 
of Standard and Poor's Stock Guide. The stocks were assumed 
to have been bought and sold at the "last" prices quoted in 
Standard and Poor's Stock Guide, with a one year holding 
period. Thus, a stock bought in March, 1958, was assumed 
to have been bought at the "last" price quoted in the 
March, 1958 issue of the above publication, and sold at 
the "last" price quoted in the March, 1959 issue. It was
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not assumed that dividends were reinvested in common stocks.
The internal rate of return was computed for each 
stock investment simulation on an effective monthly com­
pounded basis in order to allow for possible dividends 
received during the assumed one year holding period. The 
monthly rate was converted, however, to an effective 
annual rate for analytical purposes in accordance with 
the following conversion formula:
r = (1 + i)m - 1 , 
where r represents the effective annual rate, i is the 
monthly rate to be converted, and m is the number of periods 
per year for which i is stated (in this case, m = 12).^
A computer was used for all computations of rates of return, 
means, standard deviations, and coefficients of relative 
dispersion. The program used for the computations is 
shown in Appendix C.
Quantitative Variable Criteria
For each group of twenty stocks used for a given 
monthly sample, one stock was selected according to each
^■Robert Cissell and Helen Cissell, Mathematics 
of Finance (3rd ed.; Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
1969) , p. 60.
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of the following: (1) best earnings growth, (2) lowest
price-earnings ratio, (3) best combination of the two above 
characteristics, and (4) random selection. The manner of 
selecting the above stocks is described below.
For the selection technique of highest earnings 
growth, the change in earnings.'.of the current year (or 
most recently reported) from the prior year was divided 
by the prior year1s earnings. This short trend in earnings 
was used mainly as an exploratory device, since most 
fundamental analysts have preferred to use an earnings 
trend based upon several past periods. The basis for using 
such a short period was that a longer term past trend in 
earnings had probably already been detected by the market 
as a whole, and one would have bought the stock too late 
for significant appreciation. The earnings growth com­
putation was made only for stocks which were obvious con­
tenders for the higher rankings of earnings growth in a 
given monthly group of twenty.
Then, from the twenty stocks comprising a given 
monthly sample, the high earnings growth stocks were 
ranked in ascending numerical order from highest to lowest. 
This is illustrated in Appendices A and B under the column 
entitled "Growth Rank." Since the percentage growth was
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considered, it was necessary to eliminate stocks with 
obviously insignificant (absolute) earnings growth, but 
with high percentage-wise earnings growth. For instance, 
if the prior year's earnings were one cent, and the current 
year's earnings two cents, this would represent a one 
hundred percent earnings growth. For these cases, the 
rule followed was that the price-earnings ratio had to 
be low enough to be considered in the rankings for the 
low price-earnings ratios. Since the above cases always 
had a very high price-earnings ratio, this rule eliminated 
these false earnings growth candidates.
As explained previously, the earnings time period 
used for stock selections made in the latter part of a 
given year, or early part of the following year (before 
annual reports were given), was the current nine months 
earnings compared to the same nine month period in the 
prior year. This was done because it seemed that an 
investor would weigh the recent nine month period more 
heavily than the earnings of the most recently completed 
fiscal year, which would be at least three-quarters of a 
year old at that time. However, in all groups of twenty 
stocks for any given monthly sample, the companies had
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the same reported earnings periods, whether for nine months 
or one year.
For the ranking of price-earnings ratios, the 
obviously low rankings were assigned ranks in ascending 
order from lowest to highest price-earnings ratio. The 
reason for choosing stocks with low price-earnings ratios 
is that these stocks supposedly have good (recent) earnings 
potential which has not yet been recognized by the general 
market. On the other hand, one might argue that a low 
price-earnings ratio would exist for stocks which had high 
recent earnings, but that have experienced recent, unfavor­
able news concerning the company's future, which in turn 
has caused the market price to fall in recent times. In 
the latter case, a simple selection rule based upon lowest 
price-earnings ratio would not reveal the possible mis­
fortune confronting the company, and could lead to a loss 
by an unwary investor.
The ranking by price-earnings ratio was done in 
two categories as denoted by "1" and "2" in Appendices 
A and B under the P/E Rank column heading. The first 
category (1) is the price-earnings ranking among stocks 
which were also contenders for the best earnings growth 
rank. The second category (2) included stocks which had 
lower price-earnings ratios, but whose earnings growth
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was negative or insignificant. For the selection of stocks 
according to price-earnings ratio alone, the second cate­
gory of rankings was used. The first category of price- 
earnings rankings was used in selecting the best combination 
of earnings growth and price earnings ratio.
The stock with the best combination was selected 
according to the highest average ranking of price-earnings 
ratio and earnings growth rankings. Thus, the lowest 
ranking in the column entitled Average Rank in Appendices 
A and B was selected as the best combination of the quanti­
tative fundamental variables, price-earnings ratio and 
earnings growth. If a tie occurred for best average rank­
ing, the stock with the better earnings growth was selected 
for the best combination. The rationale for this rule was 
that, even though all stocks involved in the tie had both 
good earnings and low price-earnings ratios, the one with 
the higher earnings had stronger possibilities for increas­
ing earnings in the future, and hence, better potential 
for stock price appreciation.
The testing of the above combination as a method 
for improving stock selection performance appeared to be 
reasonable, in that a stock with a recent upswing in
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earnings which had still not been discovered by the market 
as a whole (as indicated by its low price-earnings ratio) 
should have, barring misfortunes in the short run, in­
creased in price in the near future. This rationale, of 
course, assumed a belief in fundamental analysis.
For each monthly grouping of twenty stocks, one 
stock was selected at random. The random selection was 
performed with the use of a published table of random 
digits.  ^ Random selections were compared with the funda­
mental criteria selections as to performance.
Observations were eliminated where the same stock 
was selected by both techniques involved in a particular 
comparison. This elimination was made in order to help 
keep the comparisons of techniques as independent as 
possible. There might be some question as to the desir­
ability of these eliminations, however, since the same 
stocks might have been chosen under real circumstances. For 
any given hypothesis tested, however, such eliminations were 
not frequently required.
^Charles T. Clark and Lawrence L. Schkade, Statistical 
Methods for Business Decisions (Cincinnati: Southwestern
Publishing Co., 1969), pp. 169-76.
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Risk Class and Market Conditions
For all of the above selection techniques, rates 
of return were compared for the two risk classes of stocks 
used in the study. In addition, the total time period 
studied was analyzed in two parts. The first part con­
sisted of a relatively unstable period for the stock market, 
March, 1958 through October, 1962. The second part con­
sisted of a relatively stable period in the stock market 
November, 1962 through December, 1967. These particular 
time periods were chosen on the basis of the behavior 
of a stock index, and various publications during these 
periods.
Standard and Poor1s Composite Stock Index revealed 
that the market was falling in the latter part of 1957, 
rising from the beginning of 1958 through the end of 1959, 
falling through most of 1960, rising again from the latter 
part of 1960 through the first of 1962, then falling again 
until November, 1962, when a persistant rise existed until 
about March, 1966. In 1966, a decline existed for about 
eight months, after which the Index rose steadily throughout 
the remaining period under study.^
^Reference to the above monthly averages of Standard 
and Poor's Composite Stock Index may be made in The Survey 
of Current Business, (1957-68).
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The above behavior would seem to justify the de­
signation of the time period March, 1958 through October,
1962 as a period of relative market instability, and 
designation of the period November, 1962 through December, 
1967 as a period of relative market stability. Different 
authors have given evidence to support the above division 
of time periods.
Molodovsky described the concern of analysts (in 
1958) over the fact that stock prices were rising while 
earnings were falling.^ Bridiwell, writing in 1959, be­
lieved that a recent upswing in low-priced stock trading 
was the last of three such periods in a rising market which 
always precedes a decline in the market.^ His prediction 
was accurate for the decline in 1960. In December, 1964, 
however, Financial World described the first of such activity 
after the current two-year rising market.** Thus, the above
^Nicholas Molodovsky, "Recent Studies of P/E 
Ratios," Financial Analysts Journal, XXIII (May-June,
1967), p. 106.
^Roger W. Bridiwell, "Low-Priced Stocks— The 
Risks Now Outweigh the Probable Rewards," Barron's ,
December 14, 1959, p. 9.
6"Activity in the Low-Priced Market," Financial 
World, December 9, 1964, p. 27.
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division of time as to stability or instability in the 
stock market appears to be reasonable.
The characteristics of the two risk classes, as to 
rate of return and relative dispersion of returns, were 
also analyzed in accordance with the above market condi­
tion. If a particular fundamental technique was signifi­
cantly successful in outperforming the sample population 
average, the relative dispersion of returns using the 
fundamental technique was compared to the relative disper­
sion of the sample population. This comparison was made 
in order to determine whether a successful fundamental 
analysis required higher than average risk, as claimed by 
some advocates of the random walk hypothesis. The term 
"sample population" refers to the overall sample of a 
particular risk class. The term "sample" actually refers 
to a sub-sample from the larger sample population. For 
the purposes of this dissertation, the larger sample 
population was considered to be a good approximation of 
the entire population, since the sample populations were 
fairly large, and observed over considerable time intervals.
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STATISTICAL TESTS
For all hypotheses concerning mean rates of return 
of samples compared to sample population means, the 
standard normal probability distribution was used to test 
for significance. The use of the standard normal test 
requires that the population be approximately normally- 
distributed, and the population variance must be known.
If the population variance is not known, and the sample 
size is approximately thirty or larger, the population 
variance may be estimated with the sample variance. In 
addition, if the population is not known to be normally- 
distributed, for samples of about thirty or larger the 
standard normal may be used to test hypotheses concerning 
means. If the population is known to be normally- 
distributed with a known population variance, a normal 
sampling distribution may be assumed regardless of sample 
size.^
The assumption of normal sample populations was 
tested for both risk class sample populations, as to the
?B. W. Lindgren and G. W. McElrath, Probability 
and Statistics (3rd ed.; Toronto: The Macmillan Co.,
1969) , pp. 147-59.
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overall time period and the division into unstable and 
stable market periods. These six tests were made using 
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov One-Sample Test, for goodness of 
fit to a normal distribution.^ The detailed analyses of 
these tests are presented in the following chapter.
In situations where it was considered desirable 
to test for significant differences between sample means, 
the appropriate "t" test for samples taken from normal 
populations with equal variances was used.^ The assumption 
of equal variances appeared to be reasonable since both 
samples always came from the same risk class. Actually, 
the two samples had come from the same larger sample 
population whose variance was calculated and used as an 
approximation to the real population variance. This 
approximation was considered to be justifiable in view 
of the large size of the sample populations.
In tests of differences between sample population 
means, the standard normal test for large samples when 
both population variances are known was used.-*-® As above,
Sciark and Schkade, pp. 436-41.
^Roger L. Burford, Statistics: A Computer Approach
(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1968),
p. 243.
•*-®Ibid., p. 241.
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the sample population variances were used to approximate 
the true population variances.
Relative dispersion hypotheses were tested by 
direct observation of the calculated relative dispersion 
coefficients. Apparently, no satisfactory test exists 
for comparing large coefficients of relative dispersion 
such as those found in this research. A test is described 
by Hald for testing the significance of sample coefficients 
of relative dispersion, but the test applies only to very 
small values of relative dispersion.^ In most cases, 
direct observation of the relative dispersion coefficients 
derived in this study seemed to be rather meaningful even 
without any tests for significance, because of the very 
large differences in the coefficients.
SUMMARY AND DELIMITATIONS
This chapter has presented a description of metho­
dology used in the research. Several weaknesses exist 
in the methodology for which no compensation was available:
^ A .  Hald, Statistical Theory with Engineering 
Applications (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1952),
pp. 301-03.
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1. The use of stocks with different frequencies of 
trading was necessary in order to test the particular risk 
classes used. Thus, the assumption that stocks were 
transacted at "last" prices is not as valid for some stocks 
as it is for others.
2. A weighted average of a stock's daily trans­
actions (if available) would have been superior to the 
use of the last price.
3. The assumption of a particular holding period 
does not consider the possibility of improving perfor­
mance by achieving better timing of purchases and sales, 
nor does it consider the tax treatment for different 
individuals as to the timing of sales.
4. No qualitative considerations could be used to 
improve initial selection of stocks, since the research 
had to be as objective as possible.
5. Larger samples would have allowed better generali­
zation concerning results.
The author does not feel that the above delimitations were 
sufficient to invalidate the findings, in that any effects 
of such delimitations are likely to have been randomly 
distributed with respect to the hypotheses tested.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS
In the following chapter, the analysis of the data 
is presented. Tables 1 through 6 show the results of tests 
for normality of sample populations. Tables 7 through 20 
show the comparisons of the various stock selection techniques 
used in the research. Table 21 gives a comparison between 
the rates of return and relative dispersion of selected funda­
mental techniques used in this study and the corresponding 
sample populations. Table 22 provides a comparison between 
rates of return and relative dispersion of the two risk classes 
used in the research. Table 23 provides a summary of statis­
tical tests.
TESTS FOR NORMALITY
The statistical tests used in the analysis are based 
upon an assumption that the population rates of return are 
normally distributed. This assumption is critical in situ­
ations where the sample size is small (or less than about 
thirty). The Kolmogorov-Smirnov One-Sample Test was used
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to determine the goodness of fit of samples taken from 
various sample populations to the normal distribution.
Thus, if a given sample makes a fair approximation to the 
normal distribution, it may be assumed that the population 
(in this case, sample population) is also approximately 
normally-distr ibuted.
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is based upon a 
comparison of the cumulative probability distribution of 
the sample with the expected cumulative probability 
distribution of a hypothetical, normal population. The 
hypothetical population probability distribution is 
calculated using the mean and standard deviation of the 
actual sample population under study.
In the comparison of the two cumulative distri­
butions , the sample observations are divided into equal 
intervals. If, for any given interval, the absolute value 
of the difference between the two distributions is larger 
than the appropriate tabled critical divergence value, 
the hypothesis that the population is normal is rejected.2 
Tables 1 through 6 show the comparisons of the cumulative
3-Clark and Schkade, p. 436.
2Ibid., p. 437.
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probability distributions derived in the above tests for 
both risk classes, for the total period, and the stable and 
unstable market periods.
Table 1 shows the comparison for the group of 
average risk stocks selected according to lowest price- 
earnings ratio during the stable market period, January,
1963 through December, 1967. Examination of this table 
shows that the largest absolute divergence between the two 
cumulative distributions occurred at the interval for less 
than fifty. Since this maximum absolute divergence of
0.250 for a sample of seventeen, it was assumed that the 
sample population was approximately normal. It should be 
noted that the 20 percent level of significance employed 
in these goodness of fit tests represented a more powerful 
test than a smaller percentage level of significance. This 
is due to the fact that the purpose of this test was to 
reject the goodness of fit hypothesis for significant 
divergences in either direction. The higher the level of 
significance, the more critical was the divergence given in 
the table used for reference purposes.^
3Ibid.
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Table 1
Kolmogorov-Smirnov One-Sample Test For 
Goodness of Fit, Average Risk Stocks, 
Stable Market Conditions, January, 
1963 Through December, 1967
Foa Feb (Fo-Fe)d
Less than 0 0.294 0.359 0.065
Less than 25 .588 .599 .011
Less than 75 .882 .808 .074c
Less than 100 1.000 0.982 0.018
a.0bserved Frequency ^Expected Frequency
cCritical divergence, 0.20 level of significance =
0.250
^Absolute value
Table 2
Kolmogorov-Smirnov One-Sample Test for
Goodness of Fit, High Risk Stocks,
Stable Market Conditions, January,
1963 Through December, 1967
Foa Feb (Fo-Fe)d
Less than 0 0.316 0.323 0.007
Less than 25 .631 .453 .179c
Less than 50 .684 .583 .101
Less than 75 .842 .709 .133
Less than 100 .842 .811 .031
Less than 125 0.894 0.889 0.005
aObserved Frequency ^Expected Frequency
cCritical divergence, 0.20 level of significance.=
0.237
Absolute value
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The samples used to test for normality in Tables 
2 through 6, respectively, were:
1. Best earnings growth, high risk stocks, stable 
market, from Table 15.
2. Fundamental combination, average risk stocks, 
unstable market, from Table 11.
3. Fundamental combination, high risk stocks, 
unstable market, from Table 8.
4. Fundamental combination, average risk stocks, 
total period, from Table 10.
5. Fundamental combination, high risk stocks, total 
period, from Table 7 (including the January, 1963 
observation excluded in Table 7).
In the tests for Tables 2 through 6, the same procedure 
was followed as for Table 1 described above. All tests 
supported the assumption of normality for sample populations 
used in the research.
COMPARISON OF SELECTION TECHNIQUES
Fundamental Combination, High Risk
The fundamental combination selection technique, 
consisting of the best average ranking of lower price- 
earnings ratios and better earnings growth stocks, is
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Table 3
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Ofte-Sample Test For 
Goodness of Fit, Average Risk Stocks, 
Unstable Market Conditions, March, 1958 
Through October, 1962
Foa Feb (Fo-Fe)d
Less than 0 0.588 0.397 0.191c
Less than 25 .823 .705 .118
Less than 50 1.000 0.912. 0.088
aObserved Frequency ^Expected Frequency
cCritical divergence, 0.20 level of significance =
0.250
^Absolute! value
Table 4
Kolmogorov-Smirnov One-Sample Test For
Goodness of Fit, High Risk Stocks /
Unstable Market Conditions,
March, 1958 Through
October, 1962
Foa Feb (Fo-Fe)d
Less than -25 0.167 0.281 0.114c
Less than 0 .444 .440 .004
Less than 25 .722 .610 .112
Less than 50 .833 .764 .069
Less than 75 .889 .875 .014
Less than 100 .889 .962 .073
Less than 125 .889 .979 .090
Less than 150 1.000 0.993 0.007
aObserved Frequency ^Expected Frequency
cCritical divergence, 0.20 level of significance =
0.244,
Absolute value
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Table 5
Kolmogorov-Smirnov One-Sample Test For 
Goodness of Fit, Average Risk Stocks, 
Total Period, March, 1958 
Through December, 1967
Foa Feb (Fo-Fe)d
Less than -25 0.139 0.159 0.020
Less than 0 .500 .378 . 122c
Less than 25 .750 .644 .106
Less than 50 .972 .853 .119
Less than 75 1.000 0.958 0.042
aObserved Frequency Expected Frequency
cCritical divergence, 0.20 level- of significance =
.178
aAbsolute value
Table 6 •
Kolmogorov-Smirnov One-Sample Test For
Goodness of Fit, High Risk Stocks
Total Period, March', 1958
Through December, 1967
Foa Feb (Fo-Fe)d
Less than -25
•
0.105 0.248 0.143c
Less than 0 .289 .375 .086
Less than 25 .605 .512 .093
Less than 50 .763 .663 .100
Less than 75 .816 .785 .031
Less than 100 .895 .877 .018
Less than 125 .895 .937 .042
Less than 150 0.947 0.971 0.024
aObserved Frequency bExpected Frequency
cCritical divergence, 0.20 level of significance =
0.172
^Absolute value
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compared with corresponding random selections in Tables 
7 through 12. The actual selection for each month 
represented in the above summary tables can be traced to 
Appendix A for high risk stocks, and Appendix B for 
average risk stocks.
Table 7 presents the paired observations for high 
risk stocks, fundamental combination versus random se­
lections for the total period studied. The mean rates 
of return for the combination and random techniques were 
tested for significant difference from the corresponding 
sample population mean (see Table 22). The normal test 
for significance (one-directional) showed the combination 
technique mean rate of 38.1 percent to be higher than 
the sample population mean rate of 22.1 percent, at the 
10 percent level of significance.^ The random selection 
mean rate of 21.0 percent was lower than the above sample 
population average at the 47 percent level of significance, 
using the (one-directional) normal test. All of the
^For all of the following tests, the lower the 
level of significance, the more significant is the 
difference in question. The normal test is used in all 
cases except where otherwise noted. In cases where the 
same stock would have been chosen using both methods, 
these particular observations were completely eliminated 
so as to keep the two groups independent.
Table 7
Random Versus Fundamental Combination, High Risk Stocks,
Total Period, March, 1958, Through December, 1967
COMBINATION Annual 
Rate of
RANDOM . Annual 
Rate oj
Date Company Return Company Return
Mar. , 1958 Gabriel Company 149.9% Thompson Co. 118.7%
June, 1958 Crowell-Collier Pub. 4.1 Electronics Corp. 76.8
Sep. , 1958 Aero Supply Mfg. 71.0 Boston & Maine R.R. -16.7
Dec. , 1958 Wyandotte Worsted 2.6 Firth Sterling -18.0
Mar., 1959 Unexcelled Chemical 148.5 Trans-World Airlines -20.1
July, 1959 Roper Company -34.4 Thompson-Starrett -53.6
Oct. 1959 Pierce Industries -17.0 Nat. Union Electric -32.8
Feb. , 1960 Trans-World Airlines. 3.1 White Sewing Mach. -38.5
May, 1960 Trans-World Airlines -14.2 U.S. Rubber Reclaim. 9.9
Aug. , 1960 Blumenthal & Co. -2.5 Thompson-Starrett 52.8
Nov. , 1960 Blumenthal & Co. -2.5 Conde Nast Pub. -10.3
Apr. , 1961 Roper Company ■ 48.0 Reading Company -22.6
July, 1961 Allegheny Airlines -39.1 Television Industries -66.2
Oct. , 1961 Pfeiffer Brewing -26.4 Kinston Products -21.1
Jan. , 1962 Pac. North. Airlines -21.1 Studebaker-Packard -44.6
Apr. , 1962 ‘ Union Asbestos & Rubber- - 7.0 Ruppert (Jacob) -10.7
July, 1962 Mohawk Airlines 25.3 Missouri-Kansas-Texas 26.7
Oct. , 1962 Thompson-Starrett - 7.9 Seaboard Airlines 28.2
Apr. , 1963b General Alloys 32.7 Weiman Company 19.1
bJanuary, 1963, eliminated because random and combination were same stock.
Table 7 (Continued)
July, 1963 Victoreen Instrum. -2.3 Phoenix Steel 31.4
Oct. , 1963 Norfolk South, R.R. 260.2 Pac. North. Airlines 15.8
Jan., 1964 Pittsburgh Steel 9.3 Lehigh Valley Ind. 59.1
Apr. , 1964 Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 5.9 Ward Baking Co. 9.0
July, 1964 Pierce Industries 1.4 N.E. Airlines 98.5
Dec. , 1964 Associated Brewing 16.6 Cinerama, Inc. -27.3
Mar. , 1965 National Company 9.3 Maule Ind. 15.0
June, 1965 Weiman Company 95.9 U.S. Nat. Gas -60.8
Sep. , 1965 Weiman Company 78.0 V.T.R., Inc. -47.4
Dec., 1965 Lehigh Valley Indus. 27.0 Maule Industries -20.6
Mar. , 1966 Community Discount -6.6 Cohu Electronics -25.5
June, 1966 Phoenix Steel 11.3 Lionel Corp. 50.5
Sep. 1966 Phoenix Steel 83.2 El-Tronics, Inc. 183.8
Dec., 1966 Burroughs & Son 45.7 Great Amer. Ind. 1.9
Mar., .1967 Hartfield Stores 72.5 Ward Foods 64.9
June, Walworth Co. 3.7 Beck Shoe Corp. 249.0
Sep. , 1967 Beck Shoe Corp. 303:3 Boston & Maine Corp. 7.8
Dec. , 1967 Ward Foods 27.0 United Piece Dye 198.2
a 38.1% a 21.0%
SMeans, significantly different at the 0.14 level.
j-*
o
o
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following tests were one-directional. Thus, it was 
important whether a technique was significantly different 
in a particular direction, not whether it was merely 
different such as with two-tailed (or two-directional) 
tests. For example, in the above test, there was a 
47 percent probability of getting a random selection sample 
mean rate that was lower than the sample population mean. 
Thus, random selection was really not significantly lower 
than the sample population mean. The normal test for 
difference between sample means revealed that the 
combination technique mean rate of return was higher than 
the mean rate of the random selection technique at the 14 
percent level of significance. (In all tests, the sample 
population variance was used as an approximation of the 
true population variance.)
Table 8 compares the random and fundamental 
combination techniques used with high risk stocks for the 
unstable market period, March, 1958 through October, 1962. 
The statistical tests showed the combination method mean 
rate of return of 18.6 percent to be better than the sample 
population average of 8.6 percent at the 23 percent level, 
and the random selection mean rate of 2.3 percent to be 
lower than the above population average at the 32 percent
Table 8
Random Versus Fundamental Combination, High Risk Stocks,
Unstable Market Conditions, March, 1958, Through
October, 1962
Date
COMBINATION
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
RANDOM
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
Mar. , 1958 Gabriel Co. 149.9% Thompson Co. 118.7%
June, 1958 Crowell-Collier Pub. 4.1 Electronics Corp. 76.8
Sep. , 1958 Aero Supply 71.0 Boston & Maine R.R. -16.7
Dec. , 1958 Wyandotte Worsted 2.6 Firth Sterling -18.0
Mar. , 1959 Unexcelled Chem. 148.5 Trans-World Air. -20.1
July, 1959 Roper Co. -34.4 Thompson-Starrett -53.6
Oct. , 1959 Pierce Industries -17.0 Nat. Union Elec. -32.8
Feb. , 1960 Trans-World Air. 3.1 White Sewing Mach. -38.5
May, 1960 Trans-World Air. 14.2 U.S. Rubber Reclaim. 9.9
Aug. , 1960 Blumenthal & Co. - 2.5 Thompson-Starrett 52.8
Nov. , 1960 Blumenthal & Co. 24.4 ‘ Conde Nast Pub. -10.3
Apr . , 1961 Roper Co. 48.0 Reading Co. -22.6
July, 1961 Allegheny Air. -39.1 Television Industries -66.2
Oct. , 1961 Pfeiffer Brewing -26.4 Kingston Products -21.1
Jan. , 1962 Pacific Northern Air. -21.1 Studebaker-Packard -44.6
Apr., 1962 Un. Asbestos and Rub. - 7.0 Ruppert (Jacob) -10.7
July, 1962 Mohawk Airlines 25.3 Missouri-Kansas-Tex. 26.7
Oct. , 1962 Thompson-Starrett - 7.9 Seaboard Airlines 28.2
a 18.6% a 2.3%
aMeans, significantly different at the 0.05 level. 102
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level of significance. The t-test for significant difference 
between sample means revealed the combination technique 
to be higher than random selection at the 5 percent level 
of significance.
Table 9 provides a comparison of high risk stocks 
selected by using the random and fundamental combination 
techniques during the stable market period, January, 1963, 
through December, 1967. The combination technique mean 
rate of 56.5 percent was significantly better than the 
sample population average of 34.2 percent for the period at 
the 10 percent level. The random technique mean rate of 
43.3 percent was also higher than the sample population 
average at the 30 percent level. The random and combination 
techniques were compared using the t-test for significant 
differences between sample means, and the combination 
technique performed better than the random technique at the 
29 percent level of significance.
Average Risk Fundamental Combination
Table 10 compares the fundamental combination and 
random techniques, average risk stocks, for the entire 
period under study. Unlike the high risk stocks, the 
combination mean return of 5.0 percent for average risk 
stocks was lower than the sample population mean return of
Table 9
Random Versus Fundamental Combination, High Risk Stocks,
Stable Market Conditions, January, 1963, Through
December, 1967
Date
COMBINATION
Company
Annual 
Ra,te of 
Return
RANDOM
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
Apr. , 1963& General Alloys 32.7% Weiman Co. 19.1%
Ju ly, 1963 Victoreen Instrum. - 2.3 Phoenix Steel 31.4
Nov. , 1963 Norfolk South. R.R. 260.2 Pac. North. Airlines 15.8
Jan. , 1964 Pittsburgh Steel 9.3 Lehigh Valley Ind. 59.1
Apr. , 1964 Chic, and E. 111. R.R. 5.9 Ward Baking Co. 9 ’. 0
July, 1964 Pierce Industries 1.4 N.E. Airlines 98.5
Nov. , 1964 Associated Brewing 16.6 Cinerama, Inc. -27.3
Mar. , . 1965 National Co. 9.3 Maule Industries 15.0
June, 1965 Weiman Co. 95.9 U.S. Nat. Gas -60.8
Sep. , 1965 Weiman Co. 78.0 V.T.R., Inc. -47.4
Dec. , 1965 Lehigh Valley Ind. 27.0 Maule Ind. -20.6
Mar. , 1966 Community Discount - 6.6 Cohu Electronics -25.5
June, 1966 Phoenix Steel 11.3 Lionel Corp. 50.5
Sep., 1966 Phoenix Steel 83.2 El-Tronics, Inc. 183.8
Dec. , 1966 Burroughs & Son 45.7 Great Amer. Ind. 1.9
Mar., 1967 Hartfield Stores 72.5 Ward Foods 64.9
June, 1967 Walworth Co. 3,7 Beck Shoe Corp. 249.0
Sep., . 1967 Beck Shoe Corp.^ 303.3 Boston and Maine Corp. 7.8
Dec ., . 1967 Ward Foods 27.0 United Piece Dye' 198.2
a56.5% 01 43.3%
^Means, significantly different at the 0.29 level.
^Missincr dates were eliminated because both technioues chose same stock
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Table 10
Random Versus Fundamental Combination, Average Risk Stocks,
Total Period, March. 1958, Through December, 1967
Date
COMBINATION
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
RANDOM
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
June, 1958b Bausch & Lomb 28.5% Air Reduction 49.8%
Sep., 1958 Alco Products 15.7 Anchor Post 42.7
Dec. , 1958 White Dental -13.6 American Smelting 5.3
Mar. ,. 1959 Sweets Company -1.3 Singer Mfg. -15.4
July, 1959 Pacific Cement -22.0 Rio Grande Val. Gas -20.3
Oct. , 1959 Jones & Laughlin -26.7 General Cigar - 1.6
Feb. , 1960 New York Air Brake - 5.3 Rexall Drug 9.0
May, 1960 .Univ. Cyclops Steel 18.0 Alco Products - 1 . 9
Aug. , 1960 Amer. Broadcasting 25.0 U.S. Pipe & Found. - 0.2
Nov. , 1960 Twent. Century-Fox - 4.1 Stone Container 22.1
Apr. , 1961 Maremont Auto. -10.7 Mesta Machine - 7.9
July, 1961 Texas East. Trans. - 7.0 Sealright-Oswego Falls 12.1
Oct. , 1961 McNeil Machine -36.8 Manning, Maxwell & Moore -14.4
Jan. , 1962 Maremont Corp. 30.1 Lone Star Cement -19.6
Apr. , 1962 Fuller Company -10.7 Gamble Skogmo 5.8
July, 1962 Maremont Corp. 17.3 McCall Corp. 67.9
Oct. , 1962 Stone Container 25.3 Speigel, Inc. 22.3
^Missing dates- were eliminated because both techniques chose the same stock.
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Table 10 (Continued)
Jan. f 1963 Prophet Co. - 2.5 Pan American Airways 148.2
Apr,, 1963 Whirlpool Corp. 70.8 White Stores 25.5
July, 1963 Riegel Paper Corp. 35.7 Reynolds Metals 13.4
Oct. , 1963 Guardsman Chem. 25.5 Harbison-Walker Refract .23.1
Jan. , 1964 National Steel - 43.8 Nestle-LeMur -35.2
Apr. , 1964 Twent. Century-Fox 27.9 South Jersey Gas 7.3
July, 1964 McLouth Steel -26.6 G . C . Murphy 7.0
Oct. , 1964 Warner Brothers 31.1 Vulcan Materials 10.6
Mar. •, 1965 Carey Mfg. Co. 21.8 Mid-West Abras. 12.4
Sep. , 1965b Youngstown Sheet 23.1 • Union Tank Car 12.9
Dec. , 1965 Cyclops Corp. - 23.5 Ceco Corp. 23.4
Mar., 1966 Ceco Corp. 24.1. Chesapeake Corp. -22.6
June, 1966 Graniteville Co. - 4.9 Harbison-Walker Refract . -12.2
Sep., 1966 D.W.G. Cigar 21.1 Empire Dist. Elec. 2.6
Dec., 1966 American Seating 24.1 American Sugar 27.4
Mar. , 1967 Stanley Works 25.3 . U.M.C. Ind. 13.0
June, 1967 Southern Railway 20.2 Union Stockyards 15.8
Sep., 1967 .Brundy Corp. - 19.2 Central Foundry 80.8
Dec., 1967 United Air Lines - 27.5 White Motor 4.7
. a 5.0% a 14.3%
aMeans, significantly different at the 0.14 level.
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11.5 percent at the 14 percent level of significance. The 
random selection mean return of 14.3 percent was higher 
than the population average at the 32 percent level. The 
fundamental combination and random selection techniques 
were compared using the t-test for significant difference 
in means, and the random selection technique mean rate of 
return was higher at the 14 percent level of significance.
Table 11 provides a comparison between .average 
risk stocks chosen using the combination and random selection 
methods for the unstable market period, March, 1958, through 
October, 1962. Again, the combination technique mean 
return of 1.3 percent was lower than the corresponding 
sample population average of 8.2 percent, in this case, 
at the 18 percent level of significance. However, the 
random method mean rate of return of 9.2 percent w^s higher 
than the above sample population average at the 45 percent 
level. The two methods were compared using the t-test, 
and the random selection method mean rate of return was 
higher at the 25 percent level of significance.
Table 12 presents the rates of return for average 
risk stocks selected by using the fundamental combination and 
random selection techniques for the stable market period, 
January, 1963, through December, 1967. The combination
Table 11
Random Versus Fundamental Combination,- Average Risk Stocks,
Unstable Market Conditions, March, 1958, Through
October, 1962
Date
COMBINATION
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return Company
RANDOM Annual 
Rate of 
Return
June, 1958b Bausch and Lomb 28.5% Air Reduction 49.8%
Sep:, 1958 Alco Products 15.7 Anchor Post 42.7
Dec., 1958 White Dental -13.6 American Smelting 5.3
Mar. , 1959 Sweets Co. - 1.3 Singer Mfg. -15.4
July, 1959 Pacific Cement -22.0 Rio Grande Val. Gas -20.3
Oct. , 1959 Jones and Laughlin . . ^26.7 General Cigar - 1.6
Feb. , 1960 New York Air Brake - 5.3 Rexall Drug 9.0
May, 1960 Univ. Cyclops Steel 18.0 Alco Products - 1.9
Aug. , 1960 Amer. Broadcasting' 25.0 U.S. Pipe & Found. - 0.2
Nov., 1960 Twent. Century-Fox - 4.1 Stone Container 22.1
Apr. , 1961 • Maremont Auto. -10.7 Mesta Machine - 7.9
July, . 1961 Texas Eastern Trans. - 7.0 Sealright-Oswego Falls 12.1
Oct., 1961 McNeil Mach. -36. 8 Manning, Maxwell, & Moore -14.4
Jan. , 1962 Maremont Corp. 30.1 Lone Star Cement -19.6
Apr. , 1962 Fuller Co. -10.7 Gamble Skogmo 5.8
July, 1962 Maremont Corp. 17.3 McCall Corp. 67.9
Oct. , 1962 Stone Container 25.3 Spiegel, Inc. 22.3
* 1.3% a 9.2%
a
Means, 
^March,
significantly different 
1958, eliminated because
at the 0.25 
random and
level.
combination were the same stock.
1
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Table 12
Random Versus Fundamental Combination, Average Risk Stocks,
Stable Market Conditions, January, 1963, Through
December, 1967
Date
COMBINATION
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
RANDOM
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
Jan., 1963 Prophet Co. - 2.5% Pan Amer. Airways 148.2%
Apr. , 1963 Whirlpool 70.8 White Stores 25.5
July, 1963 Riegel Paper 35.7 Reynolds Metals 13.4
Oct. , 1963 Guardsman Chem. 25.5 Harbison-Walker Refract. 23.1
Jan. , 1964 National Steel -43.8 Nestle-LeMur -35.2
Apr., 1964 Twent. Century-Fox 27.9 South Jersey Gas 7.3
July, 1964 McLouth Steel -26.6 G . C . Murphy 7.0
Oct. , 1964 Warner Brothers 31.1 Vulcan Materials 10.6
Mar. , 1964 Carey Mfg. 21.8 Mid-West Abrasive 12.4
Sep. , 1965b Youngstown Sheet -23.1 Union Tank Car 12.9
Dec., 1965 • Cyclops Corp. -23.4 Ceco Corp. 23.4
Mar. , 1966 . Ceco Corp. 24.1 Chesapeake Corp*. -22.6
June, 1966 Graniteville Co. - 4.9 Harbison— Walker Refract. -12.2
Sep. , 1966 D.W.G. Cigar 21.1 Empire Dist. Elec. 2.6
Dec. , 1966 Amer. Seating 24.1 American Sugar 27.4
Mar. , 1967 Stanley Works 25.3 U.M.C. Ind. 13.0
June, 1967 Southern Railway 20.2 Union Stockyards 15.8
Sep. , 1967 Brundy Corp. -19.2 Central Found. 80.8
Dec. , 1967 United Air Lines• -27.5 White Motor 4.7
- a 8.2% a 18.8%
aMeans, significantly different at 0.21 level.
June, 1965, excluded because both techniques chose the same stock.
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method mean rate of return of 8.2 percent was lower than 
the corresponding sample population average of 14.5 
percent at the 25 percent level of significance. The 
random selection method mean rate of 18.8 percent was 
higher than the above sample population mean rate of return 
at the 32 percent level. The two methods were contrasted 
using the t-test for significant difference between sample 
means, and the random selection method performed better at 
the 21 percent level of significance.
Earnings Growth and Price-Earnings
Table 13 shows a comparison between high risk
stocks selected by using the criteria of highest earnings
growth and lowest price-earning ratio, for the total
1 .
period under study. The mean rate of return of 38.7 
percent, achieved using the best earnings growth criterion 
was higher than the corresponding sample population mean 
rate of 22.1 percent, at the 8 percent level of significance. 
The lowest price-earnings ratio technique mean return of
11.2 percent was lower than the sample population average, 
at the 18 percent level of significance. The two methods 
were compared using the t-test, and the highest earnings 
growth mean return was higher at the 5 percent level of 
significance.
Table 13
Highest Earnings Growth Versus Lowest Price-Earnings Ratio,
High Risk Stocks, Total Period, March, 1958, Through
December, 1967
HIGHEST EARNINGS GROWTH LOWEST PRICE-EARNING RATIO
Annual Annual
Rate of Rate of
Date Company Return Company Return
June, 195 8b Elec. Corp. of Amer. 76.8% Aero Supply 170.1%
Sep. , 1958 Aero Supply 71.0 Cinerama, Inc. • 45.0
Dec., 1958 Wyandotte Worsted 2.6 Crowell-Collier Pub. 40.3
Mar., 1959 Unexcelled Chem. 148.5 Nat.. Union Elec. 1.8
Feb. , 1960 Trans World Air. 3.1 Studebaker-Packard -60.7
May, 1960 Trans World Air. 14.2 U.S. Rubber Reclaim. 9.9
Aug. , 1960 Trans World Air. 10.8 Blumenthal & Co. - 2.5
Nov. , 1960 Blumenthal & Co. 24.4 • Television Ind. 19.2
Apr., 1961 Roper Corp. . 48.0 Slick Airways, Inc. - 4.0
July, 1961 Pfeiffer Brewing Co. -26.4 Napco Industries -30.2
Jan. , 1962 Pac. North. Airlines -21.1 Slick Airways -23.3
Apr. , 1962 Un. Asbestos & Rub. - 7.0 Slick Airways -25.3
July, 1962 Mohawk Airlines 25.3 Napco Industries 44.3
Oct. , 1962 Thompson-Starrett - 7.9 Slick Corp. -23.1
Jan. , 1963 Norfolk South. R.R. 64.2 Napco Industries -12.2
^Missing dates were eliminated because both techniques chose the same stock.
Table 13 (Continued)
July,' 1963 Victoreen Instrum.
Oct., 1963 Norfolk South, R.R.
Jan., 1964 Pittsburgh Steel
Apr. , 1964 Fenestra, Inc.
July, 1964 Nuclear Corp. of Amer
Oct. , 1964 Associated Brewing
Mar., 1965 National Co.
June, 1965 Unexcelled Chem.
Sep., 1965 Unexcelled, Inc.
Dec. , 1965 Community Discount
Mar. , 1966 Community Discount
June, 1966 Lodge & Shipley
Sep. , 1966 Lodge & Shipley
Dec. , 1966 Hartfield Stores
Mar. , 1967 Hartfield Stores
June, 1967 Walworth Co.
Sep., 1967 Beck Shoe Corp.
Dec. , 1967 Ward Foods
.3 Slick Corp. - 9.4
.2 Mohawk Airlines 23.2
.3 Lehigh Valley Ind. • 59.1
.3 Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 5.9
. 6 Newal, Inc. -74.5
.6 United Piece Dye - 2.2
.3 Gale Industries 1.9
.4 Wilson Brothers 48.0
.5 United Piece Dye -49.7
.9 Kingston . Products 0.2
• 6 Gale Industries - 9.9
.7 Phoenix Steel 11.3
.5 Phoenix Steel 83.2
.7 Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 1.7
.5 Burroughs & Son 32.7
.7 C. F. & I. Steel 8.0
.3 Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 4.3
.0 . 
.7%
Clopay Corp. 86,9 
a 11.2%
-  2
260
9
15
- 1
16
9
-13
8
-11
-  6
-  8
60
109
72
3
303
27
a 38
aMeans, significantly different at 0.05 level.
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Table 14 shows the rates of return of high risk 
stocks chosen by using the highest earnings growth and 
lowest price-earnings ratio criteria, for the unstable 
market period March, 1958, through October, 1962. The 
mean rate of 25.9 percent achieved by using the highest 
earnings growth criterion was higher than the sample 
population mean rate of 8.6 percent at the 13 percent level 
of significance. The mean return of 11.6 percent attained 
by using the lowest price-earnings ratio was higher than 
the above sample population average at the 43 percent level. 
The two techniques were compared using the t-test, and the 
highest earnings growth mean rate was higher at the 18 
percent level of significance.
Table 15 displays the rates of return of high risk 
stocks selected by using the highest earnings growth and 
lowest price-earnings criteria for the stable market period, 
January, 1963, through December, 1967. The mean return of 
48.1 percent achieved by using highest earnings growth 
technique was higher than the corresponding sample population 
mean of 34.2 percent, at the 21 percent level of significance. 
The mean return of 11.0 percent attained with the lowest 
price-earnings ratio criterion was lower than the above 
sample population mean at the 9 percent level. The two
Table 14
Highest Earnings Growth Versus Lowest Price-Earnings Ratio,
High Risk Stocks, Unstable Market Conditions
March, 1958, through October, 1962
HIGHEST EARNINGS GROWTH LOWEST PRICE-EARNINGS RATIO
Date Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
June, 1958^ Elec. Corp. of Amer. 76.8% Aero Supply 170.1%
Sep., 1958 Aero Supply 71.0 Cinerama, Inc. 45.0
Dec. , 1958 .Wyandotte Worsted 2.6 Crowell-Collier . Pub.... .40.3
Mar. , 1959 Unexcelled Chem. 148.5 Nat. Union Electric 1.8
Feb., 1960 Trans World Air. 3.1 Studebaker-Packard •
0VO1
May, 1960 Trans World Air. 14.2 U.S. Rubber Reclaim. 9.9
Aug. , 1960 Trans World Air. 10.8 Blumenthal & Co. - 2.5
*—* o < • 1960 Blumenthal & Co. 24.4 Television Ind. 19.2
Apr., 1961 Roper Corp.' 48.0 Slick Airways - 4.0
Oct. , 1961 Pheiffer Brewing -26.4 Napco Industries -30.2
Jan. , 1962 Pac. North. Airlines -21.1 Slick Airways -23.3
Apr., 1962 Un. Asbestos and Rub - 7.0 Slick Airways -25.3
July, 1962 Mohawk Airlines 25.3 Napco Industries 44.3
Oct. , 1962 Thompson-Starrett - 7.9 
a 25.9%
Slick Corp. -23.1 
3 11.6%
aMeans, significantly different at 0.18 level.
bMissing dates were eliminated because stocks chosen under both methods were the 
same stock.
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Table 15
Highest Earnings Growth Versus Lowest Price-Earnings Ratio,
High Risk Stocks, Stable Market Conditions, January,
________________ 1963, through December, 1967_________________
Date
HIGHEST EARNINGS GROWTH LOWEST PRICE-EARNINGS RATIO
Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return Company
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
Jan., 1963 Norfolk South. R.R. 64.2% Napco Industries -12.2%
July, 1963b Victoreen Instrum. - 2.3 Slick Corp. - 9.4
Oct. , 1963 Norfolk South. R.R. 260.2 Mohawk Airlines 23.2
Jan., 1964 Pittsburgh Steel 9.3 Lehigh Valley Ind. 59.1
Aprl, 1964 Fenestra, Inc. 15.3 Chic, and E. 111.R.R. 5.9
July, 1964 Nuclear Corp. of Ameri. - 1.6 Newal, Inc. -74.5
Oct., 1964 Associated Brewing 16.6 United Piece Dye - 2.2
Mar., 1965 National Co. 9.3 Gale Industries 1.9
June, 1965 Unexcelled Chem. -13.4 Wilson Bros. 48.0
Sep., 1965 Unexcelled, Inc. 8.5 United Piece Dye -49.7
Dec. , 1965 Community Discount -11.9 Kingston Products 0.2
Mar., 1966 Community Discount - 6.6 Gale Industries - 9.9
June, 1966 Lodge and Shipley - 8.7 Phoenix Steel 11.3
Sep., 1966 Lodge and Shipley 60.5 Phoenix Steel 83.2
Dec. , 1966 Hartfield. Stores 109.7 Chic, and E. 111. R.R. 1.7
Mar., 1967 Hartfield Stores 72.5 Burroughs and Son 32.7
June, 1967 ' Walworth Co. 3.7 C.F. and I. Steel 8.0
Sep. , 1967 Beck Shoe Corp. 303.3 Chic, and E. 111.R.R. 4.3
Dec., 1967 Ward Foods 27.0 Clopay Corp. 86.9
a 48.1% a 11.0%
^Means, significantly different at 0.05 level.
^Missing dates were eliminated because stocks chosen under both methods were
■hhfa 5 3 m P  p f r i n l f
115
116
methods were compared using the t-test, and the highest 
earnings growth mean was higher at the 6 percent level of 
significance.
Earnings Growth and Price-Earnings, Average Risk
Table 16 compares the rates of return on average 
risk stocks selected using the price-earnings ratio and 
highest earnings growth criteria for the total period,
March, 1958, through December, 1967. The mean return of 
3.4 percent obtained by using the highest earnings growth 
method was lower than the corresponding sample population 
average of 11.5 percent at the 11 percent level of signifi­
cance. The mean rate of return of 15.3 percent achieved 
with the lowest price-earnings ratio was higher than the 
above population average at the 29 percent level of 
significance. The mean rates of the two methods were 
compared using the t-test, and the lowest price-earnings mean 
rate was higher at the 8 percent level of significance.
Table 17 contrasts the average risk stocks selected 
by using highest earnings growth and lowest price-earnings 
ratio as selection criteria for the unstable market period, 
March, 1958, through October, 1962. The mean rate of return 
of 4.7 percent of the highest earnings growth stocks was 
lower than the sample population mean of 8.2 percent at the •
Table 16
Highest Earnings Growth Versus Lowest Price-Earnings Ratio,
Average Risk Stocks, Total Period, March, 1958,
_____________________through December, 1967___________________
HIGHEST EARNINGS GROWTH LOWEST PRICE-EARNINGS RATIO
Annual Annual
Rate of Rate of
Date Company Return Company Return
Mar. , 1958 United Engineer.&Found. 55.5% Sterling Alum. Prod. 38.9%
June, 1958 Bausch & Lomb 28.5 Amer. Metal Prod. 47.3
Sep., 1958b Alco Products 15.7 Bangor & Aroostock R.R. -12.6
Mar., 1959 Oxford Electric 6.8 Sweets Co. - 1.3
July, 1959 Pacific Cement -22.0 Sealright-Oswego Falls -14.8
Oct., 1959 Grocery Store Prod. 20.3 Interlake Iron -17.7
Feb. , 1960 Pittsburgh Coke -10.5 Prophet Co. 37.3
May, 1960 Transue & Williams - 7.6 Universal-Cyclops 18.0
Aug., 1960 Amer. Broadcasting 25.0 United Greenfield 0.0
Nov., 1960 Twent. Century Fox - 4.1 Singer Co. 129.0
July, 1961 Texas East. Trans. - 7.0 Spiegel, Inc. -45.7
Oct. , 1961 Magnavox Co. - 9.4 Knott Hotels Corp. -27.0
Oct. , 1962 U.S. Freight Co. 30.1 Simonds Saw 6.8
Jan. , 1963 Prophet Co. - 2.5 Oxford Paper - 0.5
Apr., 1963 United Aircraft 0.9 Vulcan Materials 13.2
July, 1963 Ritter Co. - 3.5 Riegel Paper 35.7
Oct. , 1963 Kaiser Aluminum - 2.0 Guardsman Chem. 25.5
Jan., 1964 National Steel -43.8 McNeil Corp. 16.3
July, 1964 National Steel - 9.4 McNeil Corp. 23.5
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Table 16 continued
Oct. , 1964 Transue & Williams 7.5 Warner Brothers 31.1
Mar., . 1965 Knott Hotels Corp. - 1.0 Colonial Sand -14.0
June, 1965 Vendo Co. 27.0 Vulcan Materials 2.8
Sep., 1965 Vendo Co. - 0.2 Youngstown Sheet • -23.1
Dec. , 1965 Chesapeake Corp. -24.4 Cyclops Corp. -23.4
Mar. , 1966 Burroughs Corp. 68.7 Ceco Corp. 24.1
June, 1966 I.R.C., Inc. 1.9 Green Refract. 27.0
Dec. , 1966 American Seating 24.1 Amer. Biltrite Rub. 34.2
Mar., 1967 Texas Instrum. -16.5 Symington Wayne 84.5
Sep-. , 1967 Burndy Corp. -19.2 Bethlehem Steel -18.2
Dec. , 1967 United Air Lines -27.5 ’ Twent. Century-Fox 62.0
a 3.4% ’ a 15.3%
aMeans, significantly different at 0.08 level.
^Missing dates were eliminated because both methods chose same stocks.
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Table 17
Highest Earnings Growth Versus Lowest Price-Earnings Ratio, 
Average Risk Stocks, Unstable Market Conditions 
March, 1958, through October, 1962
HIGHEST EARNINGS GROWTH_______  LOWEST PRICE-EARNINGS RATIO_____
Annual Annual
Rate of Rate of
Date Company Return Company Return
Mar., 1958 United Engineer.SFound. 55.5% Sterling Alum. Prod. 38.9%
June, 1958^ Bausch and Lomb 28.5 Amer. Metal Prod. 47.3
Sep., 1958 Alco Products 15.7 Bangor & Aroostock R.R. -12.6
Mar., 1959 Oxford Elec. 6.8 Sweets Co. of Amer. . ~ 1.3
July, 1959 Pacific Cement -22.0 Seabright-Oswego Falls -14.8
Oct. , 1959 Grocery Store Prod. 20.3 Interlake Iron -17.7
Feb., 1960 Pittsburgh Coke -10.5 Prophet Co. 37.3
May, 1960 Transue and Williams - 7.6 Univer-sal-Cyclops 18.0
Aug., 1960 Amer. Broadcasting 25.0 United Greenfield 0.0
Nov., 1960 Twent. Century-Fox - 4.1 Singer Co. 129.0
July, 1961 Texas East. Trans. - 7.0 Spiegel, Inc.
r-'•inI
Oct. , 1961 Magnovox Co. - 9.4 Knott Hotels Corp. 1 to • o
Oct., 1962 U.S. Freight Co.
i—i .
0M1 Simonds Saw • 00
a 4.7% a .12.2%
aMeans, significantly different at 0.27 level.
bMissing dates were eliminated because stocks chosen under both methods 
were the same stock.
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34 percent level of significance. The mean rate of 12.2 
percent of the lowest price-earnings ratio selections was 
higher than the above sample population average at the 32 
percent level of significance. The mean rates of return 
for the two techniques were compared using the t-test, and 
the lowest price-earnings group average was higher at the 
27 percent level of significance.
Table 18 compares average risk stocks selected by 
using highest earnings growth and lowest price-earnings 
ratio as selection criteria for the stable market period, 
January, 1963, through December, 1967. The mean rate of 
return of 4.3 percent attained using highest earnings 
growth was lower than the sample population average of 14.5 
percent at the 15 percent level of significance. The mean 
rate of 17.7 percent using lowest price-earnings ratio was 
higher than the above sample population average at the 37 
percent level of significance. The highest earnings growth 
mean rate was lower than the lowest price-earnings ratio 
mean rate, using the t-test, at the 17 percent level of 
significance.
Table 19 provides a contrast of high risk stocks 
chosen on the basis of highest earnings growth and random 
selection, for the total period, March, 1958, through December, 
1967. This comparison was made because of the somewhat
Table 18
Highest Earnings Growth Versus Lowest Price-Earnings Ratio,
Average Risk Stocks, Stable Market Conditions
January, 1963, through December, 1967b
Date
•
HIGHEST EARNINGS 
Company
GROWTH
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
LOWEST PRICE-EARNINGS 
Company
RATIO
Annual 
Rate of 
Return
Jan. , 1963 Prophet Co. - 2.5% Oxford Paper Co. - 0.5%
Apr., 1963 United Aircraft 0.9' Vulcan Materials 13.2
July, 1963 Ritter Co., Inc. - 3.5 Riegel Paper Corp. 35.7
Oct. , 1963 Kaiser Aluminum - 2.0 ' Guardsman Chem. 25.5
Jan. , 1964 National Steel i U> • CO McNeil Corp. 16.3
July, 1964 National Steel - 9.4 McNeil Corp. 23.5
Oct., 1964 Transue and Williams 7.5 Warner Brothers Co. 31.1
Mar., 1965 Knott Hotels Corp. - 1.0 Colonial Sand -14.0
June, 1965 Vendo Co. 27.0 Vulcan Materials 2.8
Sep., 1965 Vendo Co. - 0.2 Youngstown Sheet -23.1
Dec., 1965 Chesapeake Corp. -24.4 Cyclops Corp. -23.4
Mar. , 1966 Burroughs Corp. 68.7 Ceco Corp. 24.1
June, 1966 I.R.C., Inc. 1.9 Green Refract. 27.0
Dec., 1966 American Seating 24.1 Amer. Biltrite Rub. 34.2
Mar. , 1967 Texas Instrum. -16.5 Symington Wayne 84.5
Sep. , 1967 Burndy Corp. -19.2 Bethelehem Steel -18.2
Dec. , 1967 United Air Lines -27.5 Twent. Century-Fox 62.0
• a 4.3% a 17.7%
aMeans, significantly different at 0.17 level.
bjiissing dates were eliminated because stocks chosen under both methods were 
the same stock.
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Table 19
Highest Earnings Growth Versus Random Selection, High Risk Stocks,
Total Period, March, 1958 through December, 1967
RANDOM SELECTIONS__________ HIGHEST EARNINGS GROWTH______ _
Annual Annual
Rate of Rate of
Date Company Return Company Return
Sep., . 1958^ Boston & Maine R.R. -16.7% Aero Supply 71.0%
Dec., 1958 Firth Sterling -18.0 Wyandotte Worsted 2.6
Mar., 1959 Trans-World Air. -20.1 Unexcelled Chem. 148.5
Feb ., 1960 White Sewing Mach. -38.5 Trans-World Air. 3.1
May, 1960 U.S. Rubber Reclaim. 9.9 • Trans-World Air. 14.2
Aug. , 1960 Thompson-Starrett 52.8 Trans-World'Air. 10.8
Nov. , 1960 • Conde Nast Pub. -10.3 Blumenthal & Co. 24.4
Apr. , 1961 Reading Co. -22.6 Roper Corp. 48.0
Oct., 1961 Kingston Prod. -21.1 Pheiffer Brewing -26.4
Jan., 1962 Studebaker-Packard -44.6 Pac. North Airlines -21.1
Apr., 1962 Ruppert (Jacob) -10.7 Un. Asbestos & Rub. - 7.0
July, 1962 Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 26.7 Mohawk Airlines 25.3
Oct., 1962 Seaboard Airlines 28.2 Thompson-Starrett - 7.9
Jan., 1963 Thompson-Starrett -35.1 Norfolk South. R.R. 64.2
July, _ 1963 Phoenix Steel 31.4 Victoreen Instrum. - 2.3
Oct. , 1963 Pac. North. Airlines 15.8 Norfolk South. R.R. 260.2
Jan. , 1964 Lehigh Valley Ind. 59.1 Pittsburgh Steel 9.3
Apr. , 1964 Ward Baking Co. 9.0 Fenestra, Inc. 15.3
July, 1964 Northeast Airlines 98.5 Nuclear Corp. of Amer. - 1.6
Table 19 continued
Nov., 1964 Cinerama, Inc. -27.3 Assoc. Brewing 16.6
Mar., 1965 Maule Industries 15.0 National Co. 9.3
June, 1965 U.S. Natural Gas -60.8 Unexcelled Chem. -13.4
Sep., 1965 V.T.R., Inc. -47.4 Unexcelled,Inc. 8.5
Dec. , 1965 Maule Industries -20.6 Community Discount -11.9
Mar., 1966 Cohu Electronics -25.5 Community Discount — 6.6
June, 1966 Lionel Corp. 50.5 Lodge & Shipley - 8.7
Sep. , 1966 El-Tronics, Inc. 183.8 • Lodge & Shipley 60.5
Dec. , 1966 Great Amer. Ind. 1.9‘ Hartfield Stores 109.7
Mar,, 1967 Ward Foods 64.9 Hartfield Stores 72.5
June, 1967 Beck Shoe Corp. 249.0 • Walworth Co. 3.7
Sep., ' 1967 Boston & Maine Corp. 7.8 Beck Shoe Corp. 303.3
Dec. , 1967 • United Piece Dye 198.2 Ward Foods 27.0
a 23.5% a 37.5%
aMeans, significantly different at 0.21 level.
^Eliminated June, 1958, because random and earnings growth selections were 
the same stock.
significantly higher mean rate of return of the highest 
earnings growth criterion for this risk class. It should 
be noted that 19 of the 32 stocks chosen because of 
highest earnings growth were also selected by using the 
fundamental combination technique in Table 7, page 93.
This overlap prevented any meaningful comparison of highest 
earning growth selections with the combination selections, 
but was unavoidable because of the limited number of 
observations available. This did not, however, prevent a 
valid comparison of highest earnings growth selections with 
techniques other than the combination.
The mean rate of 37.5 percent of the highest 
earnings growth selections was compared with the mean rate 
of 23.5 percent of the random selections, using the normal 
test for significant difference between sample means. The 
mean rate of return of the highest earnings growth selections 
was higher at the 21 percent level of significance. The mean 
rate of return for the above random selections was only 
slightly higher than the sample population mean of 22.1 
percent, significant at the 47 percent level.
Table 20 displays the average risk stocks selected 
using the lowest price-earnings ratio criterion compared with 
the corresponding random selections for the total period •
Table 20
Lowest Price-Earnings Ratio Versus Random Selection, Average Risk
Stocks, Total Period, March, 1958, through December,1967
RANDOM_______________  LOWEST PRICE-EARNINGS RATIO
Annual Annual
Rate of Rate of
Date Company Return Company Return
Mar. , 1958 United Engineer & Found. 55.5% Sterling Alum. Prod. 38.9%
June, 1958 Air Reduction 49.8 Amer. Metal Prod. 47.3
Sep., 1958 Anchor Post 42.7 Bangor & Aroostock R.R. -12.6
Mar., 1959 Singer Mfg. -15.4 Sweets Co. of Amer. - 1.3
July, 1959 Rio Grande Val. Gas -20.3 Seabright-Oswego Falls -14.8
Oct., 1959 General Cigar - 1.6 Interlake Iron -17.7
Feb. , 1960 Rexall Drug 9.0 Prophet Co. 37.3
May, 1960 Alco Products - 1.9 Universal-Cyclops 18.0
Aug. , 1960 U.S. Pipe & Found. - 0.2 United Greenfield 0.0
Nov. , 1960 Stone Container 22.1 Singer Co. 129.0
July, 1961 Sealright-Oswego Falls 12.1 Spiegel, Inc. -45.7
Oct. , 1961 Manning, Maxwell & Moore -14.4 Knott Hotels Corp. -27.0
Oct. , 1962 Spiegel, Inc. 22.3 Simonds Saw 6.8
Jan., 1963 Pan American Airways 148.2 Oxford Paper Co. - 0.5
Apr., 1963 White Stores 25.5 Vulcan Materials 13.2
July, 1963 Reynolds Metals 13.4 Riegel Paper Corp. 35.7
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Table 20 continued
Oct., 1963 Harbison-Walker Refract. 23.1 Guardsman Chem. 25.5
Jan., 1964 Nestle-LeMur -35.2 McNeil Corp. 16.3
July, 1964 G. C. Murphy 7.0 McNeil Corp. 23.5
Oct., 1964 Vulcan Materials 10.6 Warner Brothers Co. 31.1
Mar., 1965 Mid-West Abrasive 12.4 Colonial Sand -14.0
July, 1965b Union Tank Car 12.9 Youngstown Sheet -23.1
Dec. , 1965 Ceco Corp. 23.4 Cyclops Corp. -23.4
Mar. , 1966 Chesapeake Corp. -22.6 Ceco Corp. 24.1
June, 1966 Harbison-Walker Refract. -12.2 Green Refractories 27.0
Dec. , 1966 American Sugar 27.4 Amer. Biltrite Rub. 34.2
Mar.. , 1966 U.M.C. Ind. 13.0 Symington Wayne 84.5
Sep. , 1967 Central Foundry
00•o00 Bethlehem Steel -18.2
Dec. , 1967 White Motor 4.7 Twent. Century-Fox 62.0
a 17.0% a 15.7%
aMeans, significantly different at 0.44 level.
kjune, 1965, eliminated because both techniques chose the same stock.
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studied, March, 1958, through December, 1967. The mean 
rate of 17.0 percent achieved with random selection was 
slightly higher than the 15.7 percent mean rate attained 
with the lowest price-earnings technique at the 44 percent 
level of significance, using the normal test for signifi­
cance between two sample means.
Risk of Fundamental Techniques
Table 21 provides a comparison between certain 
fundamental techniques and the corresponding sample 
populations. The two fundamental techniques shown in the 
table for high risk stocks are those which were most 
significant in achieving higher than average performance. 
Although not statistically significant, a comparison is 
also given for the lowest price-earnings ratio average risk 
selections in the stable market period, January, 1963, 
through December, 1967. Fundamental techniques were not very 
useful in the average risk class for any time period, but the 
above group was used in this comparison because the lowest 
price-earnings ratio performed better against highest earnings 
growth in the stable market period than in the unstable 
market period (See Table 23). Highest earnings growth, high 
risk selections for the unstable market period were used in 
Table 21 because the mean rate for this group was more
Table 21
Relative Dispersion, Selected Fundamental Techniquese 
Versus Sample Population
Mean Rate Standard Relative
of Return Deviation Dispersion
High Risk Stocks:
Total Period. Mar., 195 8, through
Dec., 1967
Fundamental Combination3 35.2% 75.0%d 2.1
• Sample Population*3 21.4% 67.5% 3.2
Unstable Market, Mar., 1958, through •
Oct., 1962c
Highest Earnings Growth 25.9% 47.0% . .1.8
Sample Population*3 8.2% 57.4% 7'. 0
Average Risk Stocks:
Stable Market, Jan., 1963, through
Dec., 1967c
Lowest Price-Earnings’ Ratio 17.7% 29.2% 1.7
Sample Pooulation*3 12.5% 42.9% 3.4
aComputed including the Jan., 1963, rate of return (-35.1 percent) excluded in Table 7
because both methods indicated the same stock. There is no problem of overlap in the above
comparison since a different set of values is being compared.
^All sample population figures above weres computed exclusive of the stocks selected ac-
cording to the particular technique being compared. This provides a more independent compari­
son.
cOnly the monthly sample groups for which no overlap between techniques occurred are re­
presented, both in the sample population values and in the technique values.
‘ dOne degree of freedom was subtracted in calculating sample variances. 
eThe two most statistically significant techniques are shown for high risk stocks (See 
Table 23). A comparison is also provided for average risk stocks, although no fundamental 
technique performed significantly better than average.
128
129
significant in this period than in the stable market 
period. The fundamental combination was fairly successful 
in the high risk group for all time periods. In Table 21, 
comparison is given only for the total period for the 
combination technique in selection of high risk stocks.
Comparison is made for mean rates of return, 
standard deviation, and relative dispersion. The compari­
son of relative dispersion (standard deviation divided by 
mean rate of return) coefficients is of particular interest, 
since some advocates of the random walk hypothesis hold 
that fundamental techniques which outperform the market 
average must do so at higher risk. Using relative dispersion 
as a measure of risk, the fundamental combination (high risk, 
total period), highest earnings growth (high risk, unstable 
market), and lowest price-earnings ratio (average risk, 
stable market) techniques had less risk than the correspond­
ing sample populations.
COMPARISON OF RISK CLASSES
Table 22 provides a comparison between the two risk 
classes used in the study. For the total period, the high 
risk sample population had nearly twice the mean rate of 
return of the average risk sample population, with about the
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Table 22
Mean Rates of Return and Relative Dispersion 
High and Average Risk Classes
High Average
Risk Risk
Total Period:
Mean Rate of Return 22.l%b 11.5%b
Standard Deviation 67.9 36.6
Relative Dispersion3 3.1 3.2
Unstable Market, March, 1958,
through October, 1962: ■
Mean Rate of Return 8.6%c 8.2%c
Standard Deviation 57.3 31.0
Relative Dispersion3 6.7 3.8
Stable Market, January, 1963,
through December, 1967:
Mean Rate of Return 34.2%d 14.5%d
Standard Deviation 74.2 40.8
Relative Dispersion3 2.2 2.8
aStandard deviation divided by mean rate of return. 
^Significantly different at the 0.002 level.
cSignificantly different at the 0.47 level. 
^Significantly'different at the 0.001 level.
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same relative dispersion.
During the unstable market period, the two risk 
classes had about the same mean rate of return. However, 
the relative dispersion of the high risk sample population 
was considerably higher than the average risk sample 
population.
During the stable market period, the mean rate of 
return on the high risk stocks was more than twice the mean 
rate of the average risk stocks. However, the relative 
dispersion of the average risk stocks was higher than the 
relative dispersion of the high risk stocks.
Table 23 provides a summary of statistical tests 
used in the analysis. All tests are related to the 
particular tables involved, as noted in the column entitled 
Table Numbers. The following chapter contains a summary, 
conclusions, and implications for further study.
Table 23
Summary of Statistical Tests for Significance of Techniques
Comparison Observed Tendency
Table
Numbers
Level of 
Signifi­
cance3
Total Period, March, 1958, through December, 1967:
High Risk Stocks;
Combination vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Combination better 7, 22 0.10
Combination vs. Random Selection Combination better 7 .14
• Random Selection vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Random worse 7, 22 .47
Earnings Growth vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Earnings better 13, 22 .08
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Lowest P/E worse 13, 22 .18
Earnings Growth vs. Random Selection Earnings better 19 .21
Random Selection vs. (Earnings Growth)
Sample Pop. Avg. Random better 19, 22 .47
Earnings Growth vs. Price-Earnings
Ratio Earnings better 13 .05
aAll tests were one-directional.
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Table 23 (Continued)
Average Risk Stocks:
Combination vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Combination vs. Random Selection 
Random Selection vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Earnings Growth vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Earnings Growth vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Earnings Growth 
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Random Selection
Unstable Market Conditions, March, 1958 through 
High_Risk Stocks:
Combination vs.' Sample' Pop. Avg.
Combination vs. Random Selection 
Random Selection vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Earnings Growth vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Earnings Growth vs. Price-Earnings
Average Risk Stocks:
Combination vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Combination vs. Random Selection 
Random Selection vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Earnings Growth vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Sample Pop. Avg.
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Earnings Growth
Combination worse 10,22 .14
Random better 10 .14
Random better 10,22 .32
Earnings Growth worse 16,22 .11
Earnings Growth worse 16,22 .29
Lowest P/E better 16,22 .29
Lowest P/E better 16 .08
Random better 20 .44
October, 1962:
Combination better 8,22 .23
Combination better 8 .05
Random worse 8,22 .32
Earnings Growth better 14,22 .13
Lowest P/E better 14,22 .43
Earnings Growth better 14 .18
Combination worse 11,22 .18
Random better 11 .25
Random better . 11,22 .45
• Earnings Growth worse 17,22 .34
Lowest P/E better 17,22 .32
Lowest P/E better 17 .27
t—■
u>
u>
Table 23 (Continued)
Stable Market Conditions, January, 1963, through December, 1967:
High Risk Stocks:
Combination vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Combination better 9,22
Combination vs. Random Selection Combination better 9
Random Selection vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Random better 9,22
Earnings Growth vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Earnings Growth better 15,22
Lowest P/E vs, Sample Pop. Avg. Lowest P/E worse 15,22
Earnings Growth vs. Lowest P/E Earnings Growth better 15 •
Average Risk Stocks:
Combination vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Combination worse 12,22
Combination vs. Random Selection Rando.m better 12
Random Selectipn vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Random better 12,22
Earnings Growth vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Earnings Growth worse 18,22
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Sample Pop. Avg. Lowest P/E better 18,22
Lowest P/E Ratio vs. Earnings Growth Lowest P/E better 18
10
29
30
21
09
06
25
21
32
15
37
17
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS FOR 
FURTHER RESEARCH
This dissertation was concerned with several important 
questions. Three quantitative fundamental stock selection 
techniques were tested for improvement of performance in 
stock selection as compared to corresponding sample population 
averages and random selection. The relative dispersion of 
the more successful quantitative fundamental techniques 
(used in this study) was compared to the relative dispersion 
of the corresponding sample populations in order to test the 
random walk theory that successful fundamental analysis 
requires greater than average risk. The performance character­
istics of the two stock risk classes used in the research 
were examined. All of the above explorations were made in 
a time period framework, consisting of analyses made for the 
total period studied and two periods designated as relatively 
stable and unstable periods of market conditions.
The research involved a detailed simulation of stock 
investments for two different risk classes over a ten year 
period, 1958 through 1967. The risk classes consisted of
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Standard and Poor's low quality ("C") and average quality 
("B+") ratings. The low and average quality designations 
were used to denote high and average risk stocks, respectively, 
for the purposes of this research.
The stocks used in the simulation were selected 
randomly from Standard and Poor's Stock Guide, 1958-67.
Twenty stocks were selected at random from each risk class 
every three months (or longer, in some cases where issues 
of - the Stock Guide were missing) over the ten year period. 
Thirty-eight such groups were used from each risk class, or 
a total of 760 investment simulations for each risk class.
From each group of twenty stocks in each risk class, 
one stock was selected in accordance with each of the following 
criteria:
1. Highest earnings growth, present year compared to 
previous year.
2. Lowest price-earnings ratio.
3. Best average ranking of the above variables.
The best average ranking was determined by averaging the 
rankings of high earnings growth stocks with the price- 
earnings ratio rankings of the same stocks. In case of a tie 
between average rankings, the stock with the higher earnings 
growth was designated as the best combination.
137
Equal investments of $10,000 for a one year holding 
period were assumed for all stocks, with allowances for 
brokerage fees, dividends, and (New York) state transfer 
taxes. The internal rate of return was computed for each 
stock using monthly compounding in order to allow for divi­
dends received throughout the one year holding period. The 
monthly return rates were subsequently converted to annual 
rates for the analysis and presentation of data.
Mean rates of return for portfolios selected,by using 
the three stock selection techniques described above were 
contrasted with the mean returns of sample populations and 
portfolios selected at random, in both risk classes. Perfor­
mances were also compared for the total period under study, 
and for subdivisions of the total period according to the 
relative stability or instability of stock market conditions.
The period from 1958 through 1962 was designated as a relatively 
unstable market, and the period from 1963 through 1967 was 
designated as a relatively stable market period.
The portfolios selected by fundamental quantitative 
techniques which performed significantly better than the 
corresponding sample population averages were examined in order 
to determine possible higher risk when compared to the risk 
of the sample population, which should be the case if the •
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random walk hypothesis were valid. Relative dispersion of 
rates of return was used as the measure of risk throughout 
this research, and was calculated by dividing the standard 
deviation of returns by the appropriate mean rate of return.
In addition, the relative dispersions of the two 
risk classes of stocks (entire sample populations) were 
examined as to differences in risk. As with the above contrast 
of selection techniques, the comparison of the two risk classes 
was made in a time period framework, according to whether 
stock market conditions were relatively stable or unstable, 
and for the total period under study.
The hypotheses tested in this research are restated 
below for reference purposes:
1. The quantitative fundamental variables, earnings 
growth, price-earnings ratio, and a combination of these 
two variables are valid criteria for improving stock invest­
ment performance in high and average risk classes.
2. Random selection is a valid method for improving 
stock investment performance in high and average stock 
risk classes.
3. The successful use of a fundamental type of analysis 
requires higher than average risk.
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4. High and average stock risk classes have significant 
differences in both means and relative dispersion of rates 
of return.
5. The general condition of the stock market has 
significance for all of the above hypotheses.
CONCLUSIONS
Fundamental Versus Random
There were two fundamental quantitative techniques 
which appeared to have possible value for performing signifi­
cantly better than either the average or random performances.
Both of these approaches, the fundamental combination of 
best ranking of low price-earnings ratio and high earnings 
growth, and the best earnings growth criterion, tended to 
significantly improve performance among high risk stocks, above 
that of the sample population average and random selection.
The fundamental combination technique, with total period 
mean rate of return of 38.1 percent (Table 7, page 99 ) for 
high risk stocks, was higher than the sample population mean 
rate (Table 22, page 130) of 22.1 percent, at the 10 percent 
level of significance. The best earnings growth high risk 
stocks were higher for the total time period (Table 13, page 111) 
than the sample population mean (Table 22, page 130), at the
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8 percent level of significance. The highest earnings 
growth criterion gave better performance in the unstable 
market than in the stable market period (Table 23, page 132). 
As noted previously, there was substantial overlap between 
high risk stocks selected by using the combination and highest 
earnings growth techniques. Therefore, the successes of 
these two techniques should not be regarded as completely 
independent occurrences.
Among the high risk stocks, earnings growth was a 
significant predictor, as stated above, but low price-earnings 
ratio was not a significant predictor. This seems reasonable 
since the low price-earnings ratio technique would not likely 
serve to avoid over-priced stocks where selection is made 
from highly leveraged (both financially and operationally) 
low-priced stocks.
Among the average risk stocks, the fundamental methods 
used in this research were not useful in most cases; and in 
fact, random selections tended to perform better. As noted 
in Table 23, page 132, random selections among average risk 
stocks for the total period had a better performance than 
selections with the combination technique at the 14 percent 
level of significance. Random selection performed at least 
as well as other fundamental techniques in all time divisions,
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as noted in Table 23, page 132. However, lowest price- 
earnings ratio tended to be better than highest earnings 
growth as selection criteria among the average risk stocks 
and also performed better than the sample population average, 
but not at a statistically significant levei.
There was some tendency for the mean rates of return 
of all the above techniques to be distorted by the presence 
of a few extreme values. This is observed, for example, 
in such high rates of return of 303.0, 149.9, 260.2, and 
148.5 percent for the combination technique in Table 7, 
page 99. Whether or not this is actually a distortion, 
however, should probably be weighed with the fact that one 
might ordinarily expect rather extreme values among both of 
the risk classes used in this research. Thus, the sample 
means of the above selection techniques might be realistic.
Risk of Fundamental Analysis
The findings of this research do not support the 
random walk theory that a successful fundamental technique for 
stock selection requires greater risk than the average of the 
population. Table 21, page 128, shows that, in fact, the 
fundamental techniques used in this research were quite lower—  
rather than higher— in risk if the coefficient of relative
dispersion is used as a surrogate for the risk to common 
stockholders. The coefficients of relative dispersion found 
in Table 21, page 128, were not tested for significant 
difference due to the lack of a Suitable statistical test 
for large coefficients of relative dispersion. However, 
direct observation of these coefficients revealed that the 
risk of the fundamental techniques was not higher than average, 
a claim generally maintained by random walk theorists.
Risk Class and Market Conditions
Table 22, page 130, tends to support the accepted risk- 
reward theory that higher risk leads to a higher return.
However, the general condition of the stock market appears to 
be a significant factor in determining the rate of return and 
relative dispersion of both risk classes.
As noted in Table 22, page 130 , high risk stocks for 
the total period had a mean rate of return nearly twice that 
of average risk stocks, but with about the same relative 
dispersion. Although the absolute dispersion, or standard 
deviation, was quite large for the high risk stocks over the tot 
period, the relative dispersion was similar to that of the 
average risk stocks. During the unstable market period, the 
high risk stocks had a slightly higher mean rate of return, 
but also experienced a considerably higher relative dispersion 
than average risk stocks.
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During the stable market period, the high risk stocks 
had a mean rate of return greater than twice that of the 
average risk stocks while experiencing less risk in terms of 
relative dispersion. Average risk stocks had a somewhat 
higher mean rate of return than that for the unstable market 
period, with about one-third less relative dispersion.
The results of the'statistical tests (Table 23, 
page 132) do not permit much generalization concerning the 
effect of stock market conditions upon the performances of 
portfolios selected by different techniques. Data supported 
the contention that the strategies which were somewhat 
successful for the total period studied were also generally 
more successful in the stable market period.
In the high risk class, the fundamental combination, 
highest earnings growth, and random selection techniques all 
performed better in the stable market period than in the 
unstable market period. Random selection also performed better 
in the stable market period for average risk stock selection.
It would seem reasonable that random selection would be more 
successful in the stable period since the chances of choosing 
a promising stock at random are much improved in this period.
In fact, the combination technique was not significantly better 
(0.29 level) than random selection from high risk stocks .in
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the stable market period; but, the combination technique 
was significantly better (0.05 level) than random selection 
from high risk stocks in the unstable market period. Therefore, 
the general condition of the stock market should be considered 
in selecting an investment strategy. The failure to control 
these factors may have confounded the analysis of many 
preceding studies.
Meaning of "Risk" to Investors
An important question appears to have been raised by 
this research. If, in fact, the average risk stocks have 
lower risk than higher risk stocks, why were the fundamental 
techniques much more successful among the higher risk stocks?
Why did the average risk stocks tend to follow the random walk 
hypothesis rather than be more predictable as implied by 
their lower risk designation?
Perhaps the answers to the above questions lie in the 
difference between grouping stocks according to past fluctua­
tions in earnings and dividends (which is the method generally 
used by Standard and Poor's Corporation for assigning risk or 
quality ratings), and the identification problem facing an 
investor or speculator. The problem of identifying a stock 
with good potential might be easier in a group containing 
many stocks which are obviously lacking in potential, such
as the case with a group of high risk stocks.
Another explanation might exist in the higher degree 
of vulnerability of the lower risk stocks to changes in the 
business environment. Larger companies might be faced with 
more competition, and their larger operations might be more 
vulnerable to social and political changes. On the other 
hand, smaller companies with good potential might be pioneering 
in a new development for which they are monopolists, at least 
for a short time, and changes in the social or political 
environment would generally tend to affect their smaller 
operations to a lesser degree. For instance, if demand is 
rapidly increasing for the output of the high risk company, 
environmental forces not directly affecting the new demand 
itself are not as likely to be detrimental. However, a poor 
general condition of the economy alone would seem to be harmful 
to most larger companies.
Thus, risk in terms of absolute past fluctuations in 
earnings or other variables might not necessarily be a good 
indication of the uncertainty facing the individual who 
attempts to select one stock from a group of candidates. In 
this case, the stocks with greater absolute fluctuations might 
represent less uncertainty because the individual could 
more easily identify the stocks with better potential.
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relative dispersion is used as a risk measure,
Table 22, page 130, indicates that only in an unstable 
market period do the (so-called) higher risk stocks actually 
have higher risk than (so-called) average risk stocks. Perhaps 
stock risk ratings should be assigned on the basis of some 
kind of relative dispersion if variability is assumed to have 
validity for measurement of risk.
The findings of this research should probably be 
regarded as suggestive, rather than conclusive, because of 
the limited observations. But some of the methodology employed 
in this simulation would* seem to have merit for future stock 
market studies.
IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Future stock market studies conducted for the purpose 
of discovering better stock selection techniques should 
probably make use of controls for risk and stock market condi­
tions. The use of extensive controls, however, can lead to 
a severe reduction in sample population size. Such reduction 
in size could have the harmful effect of causing many of the 
same stocks to be used repeatedly so that independence between 
observations is not maintained over time.
1:47
To help alleviate this problem, certain risk classes 
might be combined in order to obtain a larger sample population. 
For instance, the highest risk class of Standard and Poor's 
("C") might be combined with the next lower risk rating 
("B minus") without causing any serious harm to the risk 
groupings, and thereby enlarging the sample population available 
for study.
It would appear that market conditions should be con­
trolled, even if done only with the general approach used in 
this research. Fluctuations in a stock index, combined with 
other economic indicators, might be used to divide time periods 
according to market conditions.
Stock selection techniques used in future studies 
might incorporate more fundamental variables into the combina­
tion approach used in this study. Such variables as sales 
and industry profit trends would possibly add significant 
information and also help to provide a simulation more similar 
to the fundamental approach. However, the use of additional 
variables would limit the sample population since some stocks 
in a given risk class might not have information available 
with which to make an analysis in accordance with the particu­
lar variables used. Therefore, future studies should be 
concerned with obtaining maximum use of additional variables 
without seriously decreasing the sample population size.
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Table 24 .
Stock Selections, March, 1958 High Risk
Earnings Comparison •
Company
Price,
1958d
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
19 59d
Stand. Coil Prod. 7 3/8 $ 1.06d $0.18 2 3 2.5 20 7/8
Studebaker-Packard 3 8.56d 1.92d 12
Thompson Co. 13 1/4 0.55 1.05 3 2 2.5b 28 1/2
U. S. Rubber Reclaim. 2 1/8 0.06d 0. Old 6 3/4
United Stores Corp. 2 7/8 6. lOd 6.16d 9 1/8
United Whelan Corp. 5 0.25 0.30 • 11
Waitt & Bond, Inc. 2 0.15d 0. Old • ' 3 5/8
V7elbilt Corp. 1 7/8 0.16. 0.12 5 7/8
White Sewing Mach. 5 1/2 0.33 1.24d 9 5/8
Blumenthal & Co. 5 ‘ .0.17 0.10 - 6 1/2
Checker Motor Corp. 5 5/8 i. 07d 1.04d 19 1/2
Chemway Corp. 7 0.19 0.10 13 1/4
Comptometer Corp. 4 5/8 0.46d 0.92d 15 7/8
Fawick Corp. 4 1/4 0.71 • 0.58 2 7 7/8
Firth Sterling, Inc. 7 1/4 0.49 0.57 11 1/8
Gabriel Co. 8 0.30 1.23 1 1 1 1.0a 19 7/8
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 3 1/4 0.28 0.25 7 1/4
Internat. Resist. 4 0.30 0.39 9 3/8
Publicker Ind. 6 3/4 0.33d 0 .12d 13 3/8
Reis & Co. 1/2 0.37d 0.44d 2 1/2
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 24 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3,
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
■ $ $ , $ $ % %
Stan d. Coil Prod. 170.1
S tudebaker-Packard 282.8
Thompson Co. 0.200 0.200 0.250 0.250 113.7
U.S.Rubber Reclaim. . 200.1
United Stores Corp. 203.3
United V7helan Corp. 0.060 113.2
Waitt & Bond, Inc. 70.2
Welbilt Corp. 0.075 200.1
White Sewing Mach. - *68.7
Blumenthal & Co. • 25.0
Checker Motor Corp. 234.5
Chemway Corp. • 0.200 86.1
Comptometer Corp. 231.0
Fawick Corp. 0.150 0.150 86.9
Firth Sterling, Inc. 48.0
Gabriel Co. 0.100 0.150 0.300 149.9
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 114.9
Internat. Resist. 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 132.0
Publicker Ind. 5 101.1
Reis & Co.
•
339.2
^Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received. .
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Table 25
Stock Selections/ June, 1958 High Risk
I 1 1
Earnings Comparison
- Price, Growth P/E Rank® Avg. Price,
Company 1958d Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank 1 2 Rank .1959d
Adam Cons. Ind. 7 $ 0.25 $ 0.01 8
Aero Supply 2 1/4 1. 52d 0.49 3 1 1 2.0 6 1/8
Aeronca Mfg. Corp. 7 1/4 0.77 0.95 5 3 6 4.0 11 1/4
Allegheny Airlines 2 5/8 0.38d 0.29d 5 1/8
Boston & Maine R.R. 10 1/4 3. 50d 3. 42d 12 3/4
Cent, of Ga. R.R. 46 1/2 7.10 6.59 4 48
Cent. R.R. of New Jersey ?1 7/8 2.58 0.10 *25
Cent. Ind. Co. 10 3/4 0.63 1.04 4 4 8 4.0 11 3/8
Checker Motors Corp. 9 3/4 1.02d 1.45d 18 1/2
Chemway Corp. 8 7/8 0.30 0.11 13 7/8
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 11 5.14 1.99 2 17
Chic. Great West 38 4.01 4.23 49 3/4
Chic., Mil., St. Paul 15 1/8 2.32 2.05 27 3/4
Chic. & Northwest 18 1.41d ■ 7.84d 29 1/4
Cinerama, Inc. 1 7 / 8 0.05 0.02 5 3/8
Comptometer Corp. 6 1/2 0.74d 1 .12d 19 1/2
Crowell-Collier Pub. li 1/2 2.45d 1.79. 2 2 3 2.0a 19 1/8
Elec. Corp. of Amer. 6 3/4 0.07d 0.22 1 5 9 3.0b 12 3/8
Fawick Corp. * 5 1/4 0.90 0.61 7 9 1/4
Fishman Co., Inc. 10 1/8 1.50 1.42 5 11 1/2
.aBest combination ^Random choice CDeficit * d ^Above month, closing 
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 25 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Adam Cons. Ind. 2 11.8
Aero Supply 0.100 0.100 170.1
Aeronca Mfg. Corp. 5 57.0
Allegheny Airlines • 84.0
Boston & Maine R.R. 19.9
Cent.’ of Ga. R.R. 1.2
Cent. R.R. of.N.J. • • 11.1
Cent. Ind. Co. 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 5.5
Checker Motors Corp. .83.2
Chemway Corp. • 0.200 0.100 •54.1
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 49.3
Chic. Great West. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 2 1/2 38.4
Chic., Mil., St. Paul 1.500 59.5
Chic. & Northwest 58.4
Cinerama, Inc. 167.8
Comptometer Corp. 188.7
Crowell-Collier Pub. , 4.1
Elec. Corp. of Amer. 76.8
Fawick Corp. 0.150 0.150 76.0
Fishman Co., Inc. 0.175 0.175 0.175 0.175 16.9
Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
'received. H*-
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Table 26
Stock Selections, September, 1958 High Risk
Company
Price,
1958d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1959d
Aero Supply 3 1/4 $ 0.04 $ 0.25 1 1 2 1.0a 5 3/4
Aeronca Corp. 7 5/8 0.55 0.58 2 2 3 2.0 9 3/4
Allegheny Airlines 3 0 • 78d 0.3 8 d • 4 3/8
Boston & Maine R.R. 12 0.70d 0.82d 10 3/8
Cent, of Ga. R.R. 50 1/2 3.67 0.47 55
Cent. R.R. of N.. J. 26 1/2 0.31 4 • 28d • 28 1/2
Cent. Ind. Co. • 9 1/2 0.46 0.37 10 7/8
Checker Motors Corp. 9 1/2 0.58d . 0.46d 16 1/8
Chemway Corp. 11 0.08 0.08 3 3 6 3.0 12 '3/8
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 12 7/8 2.09 0.28 15 5/8
Chic. Great West. 42 1/4 . 3.94 3.15 5 46 1/4
Chic., Mil., St. Paul 19 1.04d 1.39d • 27 5/8
Chic. & N.W. R.R. 22 3/4 3.55d 0.57d 23 1/2
Cinerama, Inc. 2 3/4 3.52 • 2.34 1 4 3/8
Clopay Corp. 2 3/8 0.32 0.05d 5
Comptometer Corp. 8 3/4 0.40d 0.27d 22
Crowell-Collier Pub. 11 7/8 1.00 0.89 4' 21 1/4
Elect. Corp. of Amer. 7 3/4 0.16 0.04 9
Fawick Corp. 5 1/2 0.48 0.06 8 3/8
Gabriel Co. 11 7/8 0.79 0.33 21
aBest combination ^R a n d o m  c h o i c e cDeficit = d ^ A b o v e  month,closing
®Col. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 26 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Recorda 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Aero Supply 0.10 71.0
Aeronca Corp. 5 29.1
Allegheny Airlines 40.8
Boston & Maine R.R. . -16.7
Cent, of Ga. R.R. 6.8
Cent. R.R. of N.J. 4.5
Cent. Ind. Co. 0.100 11.1
Checker Motors Corp. 63.8
Chemway Corp. 0.200 0.100 ’ 11.1
Chic & E. 111. R.R. 17.3
Chic. Great West 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 2 1/2 12.6
Chic., Mil., St. Paul 0.375 43.7
Chic. & N. W. R.R. 0.5
Cinerama, Inc. 45.0
Clopay Corp. 97.6
Comptometer Corp. 142.9
Crcwell-Collier Pub. 74.1
Elect. Corp. of Amer. 11.6
Fawick Corp. 0.150 0.150 51.4
Gabriel Co. 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 79.2
a.Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter M
received. cC
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Table 27
Stock Selections, December, 1958 High Risk
Company
Price,
1958d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1959d
Vinco Corp. 3 3/8 $ 0.50d $ 0.06 4
Waitt & Bond, Inc. 3 0.0 Id 0.17d 2 1/2
Welbilt Corp. ' 4 0.03 0.10 6
White Sewing Mach. 7 1/2 1.24d 2. 84d 10 1/4
Wyandotte Worsted 9 3/4 0.18 0.38 1 1 1.0a 9 7/8
Alaska Airlines 7 0.29d 0.19 3 6
Blumenthal & Co. 6 3/8 0.10 0.02 • • *8 5/8
Boston & Maine R.R. 15 1/8 0.5Qd 8.24d 8
Cent, of Ga. R.R. 46 5.61 0.92 53 “3/4
Cent. R.R. of N.J. 24 5/8 0.05 4.23d 23 3/4
Cent. Ind. 9 3/8 0.88 .49 3 10
Checker Motors Corp. 17 1/2 1.04d 1.04d • 25 3/4
Chemway Corp. 12 5/8 • 0.10 0.16 . 11 5/8
Chic. Great West. 46 3/4 5.57 • 4.77 2 41
Chic., Mil., St. Paul • 24 5/8 1.22 1.05 25
Clopay Corp. 2 3/8 0.49 0.02 4 5/8
Comptometer Corp. 9 0.83d 0 • 48d 18 3/8
Crowell-Collier Pub. 13 3/4 1.44 1.55 1 1 19
Fawick Corp. 5 7/8 0.58 0.06 7 5/8
Firth Sterling 9 3/8 0.57 0.56d 8b
^Best combination^Random c h o i c e cDeficit = d ^ A b o v e  month,closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. . M
cv
Table 27 (Continued)
Dividend Recorda
Annual Rate
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock of Return
$ $ $ § % % 
Vinco Corp. 12.1
Waitt & Bond, Inc. -22.0
Welbilt Corp. 0.075 44.7
White Sewing Mach. 31.0
Wyandotte Worsted 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.200 2.6
Alaska Airlines -18.0
Blumenthal & Co. 29.9
Boston & Maine R.R. t-49.2
Cent, of Ga. R.R. 14.5
Cent. R.R. of N.J. - 6.1
Cent. Ind. 0.100 5 8.8
Checker Motors Corp. 42.7
Cheraway Corp. 0.200 0.100 0.100 - 8.3
Chic. Great West. 0.500 0.500 0.500 2 1/2 - 9.0
Chic., Mil., St. Paul 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 5.0
Clopay Corp. 0.050 3 92.4
Comptometer Corp. 98.0
Crowell-Collier Pub. 4 40.3
Fawick Corp. 0.150 0.150 29.6
Firth Sterling -18.0
.aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 28
t
Stock Selections, March, 1959 High Risk
Company
Price,
1959d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
,1960d
Nat.’Union Elec. 2 7/8 $ 0.11 $0.16 7 1 1 4.0 3 1/8
Pfeiffer Brewing 5 3/4 0.01 0.26d 4 5/8
Publicker Ind. ‘ 13 3/8 0 .12d 0.75d 10 5/8
Reis & Co. 2 1/2 0 .44d 0.58d 1 3/8
Roper Corp. 21 1/4 0 • 47d 0.88 2 3 3 2.5 17 1/2
Stand. Coil Prod. 20 7/8 0.18 0.14 15 1/4
Thompson-S tarrett 2 7/8 0.04 0.05 9 6 6 .7.5 * 2 V 2
Trans“World Air. 18 1/2 0.37 0.27d 15 l/4b
Unexcelled Chem. 9 1/4 0.05d 0.42 1 2 2 1.5® 23 3/4
Un. Asbestos & Rub. 12 0.24d 0.16 4 8 8 6.0 11 1/2
United Stores 9 1/8 6.16d 6.63d 7 1/8
United Whelan Corp. 11 0.30 0.39 8 4 4 6.0 9 1/8
Waitt & Bond, Inc. 3 5/8 • O.Old 0.17d 3
Welbilt Corp. 5 7/8 0.03 . 0.10 3 7 7 5.0 6
White Sewing Mach. 9 5/8 1.24d 2. 84d 12 3/4
Alaska Airlines 7 3/4 0.29d 0.19 5 5 5 5.0 5 3/4
Blumenthal & Co. 6 1/2 0.10 0.02 9 1/4
Checker Motors Corp. 19 1/2 1.04d 1.04d 31 1/4
Chemway Corp. 13 1/4 0.10 0.16 6 9 9 7.5 12 7/8
Clopay Corp. 3 1/4 0.49 0.02 • 4 5/8
■ —  ■ ■ ■ — ■  i — — — ■ "  — — n — — — — — — — —
aDest combination Random.choice ' Deficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. h
Table 28 (Continued)
Dividend Recorda
* Annual Rate
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock of Return
$ $ $ $ % % 
Nat. Union Elec. 1.8
Pfeiffer Brewing -23.5
Publicker Ind. 5 -19.6
Reis & Co. -49.6
Roper.Corp. -20.1
Stand. Coil Prod. 3 -27.2
Thompson-Starrett  ^ -18.8
Trans-World Air. -20.1
Unexcelled Chem. ‘ 148.6
Un. Asbestos & Rub. - 7.5
United Stores -25.1
United Whelan Corp. 0.075 -19.6
Waitt & Bond, Inc. -22.9
Welbilt Corp. 0.100 3.3
White Sewing Machine 27.9
Alsaka Airlines -29.2
Blumenthal & Co. 36.7
Checker Motors Corp. 56.2
Chemway Corp. 0.200 - 4.6
Clopay Corp. 0.050 3 39.8
Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 29
Stock Selections/ July, 1959 High Risk
Company
Price,
1959d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
.1960d
Pac. North. Airlines 6 5/8 $ 0.24 $ 0.37 3 3 4 3.0 2 7/6
Pfeiffer Brewing 4 3/4 0.05d 0.55d 4
Phoenix Steel '16 3/8 2.95 1.90d 9 7/8
Pierce Industries 13 5/8 0.63 0.42d 11 3/8
Pittsburgh Railways 12 1/2 0.15d 0.13d 11 1/4
Publicker Industries 10 1/4 0.12d 0.60d 9
Reis & Co. . 2 1/8 0.51d 0.60d • • 3/4
Roosevelt Field 6 3/4 0.42 1.32d . 4 3/4
Roper Corp. 28 0.44d 3.55 1 1 1 1.0a 18- 7/8
Ruppert (Jacob) 10 7/8 0.0 6d 1.29d ■ • 13 1/4
Silver Creek Prec. 2 3/4 0 .02d 0 .02d , 1 1/2
South. Pipe Line 7 1/4 0.82 0.45 2 5
Standard-Thomson 5 1/8 • 0.67d 0.61d 5 1/8
Studebaker-Packard 11 1/4 1.73d . 2.08d 8 1/4
Thompson-Starrett 3 1/2 0.02 0.09 2 4 5 3.0" 1 3/4
Trans World Airlines 23 1/4 0;23d 0.26d 13 3/8
Un. Asbestos & Rub. 12 3/8 1.53 0 • 50d 7 5/8
Unit. Milk Prod. 7 1/2 0.12 0.17 4 5 6 5.0 7 7/8
United Stores 4 3/4 8. lOd 8.92d 4 1/8
United Whelan Corp. 9 0.46 0.55 5 2 3 4.0 10 1/8
aBest combination ^Random Qhoice cDeficit = d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. .
Table 29 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Recorda 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Pac. North. Airlines • . -59.0
Pfeiffer Brewing -20.4
Phoenix Steel 5 ■ -38.8
Pierce Industries 5 -15.3
Pittsburgh Railways 0.300 -10.3
Publicker Industries 5 -11.1
Reis & Co. 5 -71.9
Roosevelt Field • -33.0
Roper Corp. • -34.4
Ruppert (Jacob) • 17.8
Silver Creek Prec. -49.6
South. Pipe Line -34.3
S tandard-Thomson - 5.3
Studebaker-Packard -29.5
Thoir.pson-Starrett -53.6
Trans World Airlines • -44.3 .
Un. Asbestos & Rub. -40.8
Unit. Miik Prod. 0.075 6.1
United Stores -17.8
United Whelan Corp. 0.075 0.100 0.100 11.3
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter M
received.
APPENDIX A
Table 30
Stock Selections, October, 1959 High Risk
Company
P n c G  /
1959Q
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1960d
Gen. Builders 6 $ 0.38d $ 0.07 4 1/4
Goebel Brewing 2 3/4 0 .21d 0.33d 2
Great Amer. Ind. 2 1/4 0 .20d 0.08 • 2 3/4
Great Lakes Chem. 1 1/2 0.01 0.04d 2
Greer Hydraulics 5 7/8 0.03 0.64d 3 5/8
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 6 1/2 0.15 0.12 • 4 7/8
Hupp Corp. 7 0.17 0.24 *7 7/8
Internat. Resist. 14 3/8 0.05d 0.68 2 3 3 2.5 32
Jeannette Glass 6 .1/2 0.02 0.07 5 6 6 5.5 10 '3/4
Kingston Products 2 3/4 0.09d 0.14 4 2 2 3.0 2 5/8
Lamb Industries 3 7/8 0.15d 0.17 6 4 4 5.0 6 1/8
Lear, Inc. 13 1/4 0.27 0.44 • 17
Lodge & Shipley , 1 5/8 O.Old O.Old .1 3/8
Namm-Loeser's 8 0.14d > 0.31 3 5 5 4.0 8 1/2
Nat. Brewing of Mich. • 2 1/2 0.16d 0 .02d 3
Nat. Union Electric 3 1/8 O.lld 0.05 2 l/4b
Old Town Corp. 2 3/4 0 . lid O.lOd 4 3/4
Pfeiffer Brewing 4 1/2 0.19d • 0.02 3 3/8
Phoenix Steel 15 7/8 1.02d 0.47 9 3/8
Pierce Industries 11 7/8 0.01 0.80 1 1 1 1.0a 9 3/4
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCol, 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. h
Table 30 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3,
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ '$ $ $ % %
General Builders * -32.5
Goebel Brewing -30.7
Great Amer. Inc. 13.9
Great Lakes Chem. • 23.3
Greer Hydraulics -41.5
Hotel Corp. of Amer. • -28.5
Hupp Corp. ‘ 5 13.2
Internat. Resist. ■ 0.150 0.050 0.075 0.075 120.1
Jeannette Glass < . 58.4
Kingston Products • 0.100 - 7.2
Lamb Industries 49.8
Lear, Inc. 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 27.6
Lodge & Shipley -22.8
Namm-Loeser ’ s 2.1
Nat. Brewing of Mich. 12.1
Nat. Union Electric • -32.8
Old Town Crop. . 62.7
Pfeiffer Brewing - 7.5
Phoenix Steel 5 -40.1
Pierce Industries 5 -17.0
‘ • Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 31
Stock Selections, February, 1960 High Risk
Company
Price, 
1960Q
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1961d
Nat. Union Elec. 3 1/4 $ 0.16 $ 0.30 10 2 2 6.0 2 1/8
Pfeiffer Brewing 4 5/8 0.26d 0.11 6 8 8 3 1/8
Phoenix Steel 13 1. 22d 0.94 2 6 6 4.0 9 3/4
Publicker Ind. . 9 7/8 0.75d . 0.50d 8 7/8
Reis & Co. \ 1 5/8 0.58d 0.48d . 3/4
Ruppert (Jacob) . 12 0.81d 0.45d •• 12
Studebaker-Packard s17 3/4 3.50d 2.40 3 1 1 2.0 1 1/4
Trans World Air. 15 1/2 0.27d 1.36 . 1 3 3 2.0a 16 1/2
Un. Asbestos & Rub. 9 5/8 0.24d 0.16 4 10 10 7.0 8 *1/2
U.S. Hoffman Mach. 7 5/8 0.22 0.05d 4 3/8
U.S. Rubber Reclaim 11 1/8 0.40 0.92 7 4 4 5.5 9 1/4
United Whelan 9 3/8 0.39 0.61 11 7 7 • 9.0 11 3/4
Victoreen Instrum. 12 0.18 0.18 * , 14 1/2
Vulcan Materials 13 0.94 • 0.91 12 3/8
Waltham Prec. Instrum. 3 0 . lid 0.07 ' 5 9 9 7.0 1 7/8
Welbilt Corp. 6 3/8 0.11 0.11 5
White Sewing Mach. 12 2 • 84d 0.15 9 11 11 10.0b 7 3/8
A. J. Industries 5 1/8 0.18 0.38 8 5 5 6.5 4
Checker Motors 29 1/2 1.04d 0.30 21 3/4
Chemway Corp. 11 1/2 0.16 0.25 8 1/8
■ ----- n  i i  ■ ■■ . ...........  ! ■ i
. aBest combination Random1choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 31 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Nat. Union Elec. -39.1
Pfeiffer Brewing -36.3
Phoenix Steel -27.6
Publicker Iiid. 5 - 9.0
Reis & Co. -48.7
Ruppert (Jacob) - 3.5
Studebaker-Packard -60.7
Trans World Air. / 3.1
Un. Asbestos & Rub. -15.0
U.S. Hoffman Mach. -45.4
U.S. Rubber Reclaim. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 -15.9 .
United Whelan 0.100 0.100 0.225 25.5 .
Victoreen Instrum. 4 21.6
Vulcan Materials 0.125 - 4.4 ‘
Waltham Prec. Instrum. -42.0
Welbilt Corp. 0.100 -23.9
White Sewing Mach. -38.5
A. J. Industries < -26.1
Checker Motors -28.1
Chemway Corp. 0.100 0.100 0.100 . -30.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
APPENDIX A -
Table 32
Stock Selections, May, 1960 High Risk
Company
Price, 
1960d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1961d
Thompson-Starrett 2 1/4 $ 0.09 $ 0.14 8 4 4 6.0 2 3/8
Trans World Air. 14 0.26d 1.41 1 2 2 1.5a 16 1/2
Un. Asbestos & Rub. 8 7/8 0.50d • 0.26 2 6 .6 4.0 9
United Milk Prod. . 5 1/2 0.17 0.17d 5 1/2
U. S. Hoffman Mach. ' 5 3/4 0.32d 1*. 19d 5 1/2
U. S. Rubber Reclaim. 10 0.67 1.25 6 1 1 3.5b 10 7/8
United Whelan Corp. ,10 1/8 0.55 0.96 7 3 3 . 5.0 17 1/4
Victoreen Instrum. 10 3/8 ' 0.29 t 0.25 14 5/8
Vinco Corp. 8 3/8 0.04d 0.01 12 .-1/4
Vulcan Materials 11 1/4 1.13 0.86 12 7/8
Wagner Baking 3 1/4 2. 46d 1.18d 7 1/8
Waltham Prec. Instrum 3 0.32d 0.05 4 8 8 . 6.0 3 5/8
Welbilt Corp. 5 3/4 ■ 0.09 0.21 3 5 ‘ 5 4.0 6 3/8
White Sewing Mach. 9 3/8 2.68d . 0.27 • 5 7 7 6.0 10 5/8
Wilson Brothers 24 1/2 1.35 1.01 17 7/8
Aero Supply 4 1/8 0.86 0.40 6
Borne Chemical 27 1/8 0.42d 0.37d 16 1/2
Brown Rubber 5 3.03d 4.67d- 4
Cent. R.R. of N.J. 24 1/4 4.35d 6 . 48d 22 1/2
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 11 7/8 1.77 0.49 8 1/8
aBest combination ^Random .choice deficit =* d Above month, closing
' eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 32 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record9,
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
. $ $ $ $ % %
Thcmpson-Starrett * - 1.9
Trans World Air. 14.2
Un. Asbestos & Rub. - 2.3
United Milk Prod. 0.125 - 2.9
U.S. Hoffman Mach. - 9.0
U.S. Rubber Reclaim. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 9.9
United Whelan Corp. 0.100 0.100 0.225 0.125 71.7
Victoreen Instrum. 4 40.4
Vinco Corp. 40.8
Vulcan Materials 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 15.0
Wagner Baking 107.9
Waltham Prec. Instrum. 13.4
Welbilt Corp. 0.100 7.5
White Sewing Mach. 9.2
Wilson Brothers -29.1
Aero Supply 0.100 0.100 43.7
Borne Chemical • -41.0
Brown Rubber -24.7
Cent. R.R. of N.J. - 9.8
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 34.1
Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter h177
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Table 33
Stock Selections, August, 1960 High Risk
Company
Pries 0 
1960“
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
•
Price,
19 6 Id
Thompson-Starrett 1 3/4 $ 0.09 $ 0.14 8 4 4 6.0b 2 7/8
Trans World Air. 12 1/2 0.26d 1.41- 1 3 3 2.0 14 1/4
Union Asbestos & Rub. 7 5/8 0.50d 0.26 3 7 7 5.0 7 3/4
United Milk Prod. . 6 3/8 0.17 0.17d 5 3/4
U. S. Hoffman Mach. 5 7/8 0.32d 1.19d 6
U. S. Rubber Reclaim. 10 0.67 1.25 6 2 2 4.0 9 7/8
United Whelan Corp. 12 1/4 0.55 0.96 7 5 5 • 6.0 13
Victoreen Instrum* .14 7/8 0.29 0.25 14 1/2
Wagner Baking Corp. 5 7/8 2.46d 1.18d 3' 5/8
Weiman Co. 4 1/8 0.14d 0 .21d 4 1/8
WelbiIt Corp. 5 1/2 0.09 0.21 4 6 6 5.0 6
White sewing Mach. 8 3/4 2.68d 0.27 5 8 8 6.5 11 1/8
Wilson Brotehrs 19 3/8 1.35 1.01 * ' - 17
Allegheny Airlines 3 3/4 0.42 0.03 6 3/4
Blumenthal & Co.. 8 1/2 0.62d 1.07 2 1 1 1.5a 8 5/8
Borne Chem. Co. 20 1/8 0.42d 0.37d 14 7/8
Boston & Maine R.R. 8 8.36d 9.34d 5
Brown Rubber 4 3/8 3.03d • 4.67d 5 5/8
Cent. R.R. of N.J. 25 4.35d 6.48d 18 1/4
Checker Motors 19 1.34 0.91 22
£» K  J
Best combination Random choice Deficit « d Above month, closing h*
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. oo
Table 33 (Continued)
Dividend Recorda
Annual Rate .
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock of Return
• $ '$ $ $ % %
Thompson-Starrett 52.8
Trans World Air. 10.8
Union Asbestos & Rub. - - 2.5
United Milk Prod. 0.125 -12.2 .
U.S. Hoffman Mach. - 2.7
U.S. Rubber Reclaim. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.0
United Whelan Corp. 0.225 0.125 0.125 -39.2
Victoreen Instrum. 4 • - 2.1
Wagner Baking Corp. « -42.1
Weiman Co. • 5 - 0.9
Welbilt Corp. 0.100 5.8
White Sewing Mach. 22.4
Wilson Brothers - -14.8
Allegheny Airlines 70.6
Blumenthal & Co. - 2.5
Borne Chem. Co. -28.5
Boston & Maine R.R. ' -40.3
Brown Rubber 22.8
Cent. R.R. of N.J. -29.2
Checker Motors 12.4
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 34
Stock Selections; November, 1960 High Risk
Price,
Earnings Comparison
Growth P/E Ranke Avg• Price,
Company 1960Q Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank 1 2 Rank 1961d
Salem-Brosius 5 7/8 $ 0.31d $ 0.37d 4 5/8
Seaboard & West. Air.. 4 1/8 6.33d 9.12d 4 1/8
Silver Creek Prec. 1 1/8 0.05 0.01 1 3/8
Standard-Thomson 22 1/2 0.90 1.01 6 3 3 4.5 9
Taylor Internat. 5 7/8 0.51 .0.17 6
Telectro Ind. 12 1/8 0.07 0.01 . 3 3/8
Tele Promp Ter 10 5/8 0.37 0.18 » 15 5/8
Television Ind. 2 1/4 0.14d 0.22 2 1 1 1.5 2 7/8
Tenney Engineer. .7 1/8 0.09 O.lOd 6 1/2
Thompson-Starrett 2 0 .02d O.lOd 2 7/8
Trans World Air. 11 3/4 0.23d 0.00 11 3/4
Union Asbestos & Rub. 7 0.02 0.03 . 5 6 6 • 5.5 7 1/8
U.S. Hoffman Mach. 4 1/2 0.01 1.03d .. 3 7/8
Waltham Prec. Instrum. 2 0 .12d • 0.17 4 4 4 4.0 2 3/8
White Sewing Mach, 8 1/8 0.15 0.07 9 1/8
Allegheny Airlines 3 3/8 1.46d 1.83d 5
Blumenthal & Co. 8 1/2 0.06 0.55 1 2 2 1.5a 11
Cinerama, Inc. 5 3/4 O.Old O.lld 17 1/2
Clopay Corp. 3 1/8 0.42 0.14 4 1/4
Conde Nast Pub. 10 3/4 0.36d 0.28 3 5 5 4.0b 10
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d Above month. closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. *
Table -3 4 (Continued)
* Dividend Recorda
Annual Rate
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Salem-Brosius -25.1
Seaboard & West. Air. - 5.7
Silver Creek Prec. 9.5
Standard-Thomson -61.4
Taylor Internat. - 6 . 3
Telectro Ind. -73.5
Tele Promp Ter 42.1
Television Ind. ' 19.2
Tenney Engineer -12.8
Thompson-Starrett • 33.9
Trans VIorld Air. - 3.5
Union Asbestos & Rub. - 2.5 .
U.S. Hoffman Mach. -26.2
Waltham Prec. Instrum. . 10.3
White Sev/ing Mach. . 8.0
Allegheny Airlines 40.0
Blumenthal & Co. . 24.4
Cinerama, Inc. 193.1
Clopay Corp. 0.050 30.2
Conde Nast Publ. -10.3
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received. ccH
APPENDIX A
Table 35
Stock Selections, April, 1961 High Risk
Company
Price,
19 61^
Earninqs Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke Avg. 
1 2 Rank
Price, 
1962d
Irving Air Chute 35 3/4 $ 0.46d $ 1.23 3 4 3.5 23 3/4
Kingston Products 2 7/8 0.29 0.12 • 3 1/8
Lehigh Valley R.R. 5 5/8 1.59d 2.14d 6 1/8
Lodge & Shipley . 1 1/2 0 .02d 0.01 6 6 6.0 1 1/2
Mackey Airlines 1 7/8 0.09 0.01 1 5/8
MorKan.-Texas 4 3/4 2 .02d 2.16d . 3 5/8
N.Y., N.H., & Ilart. R.R. 3 1/2 12.29d 15.89d 2
Norfolk South. R.R. 4 5/8 0.50* 0 .22d 5 1/8
Phoenix Steel .9 3/4 2.03 1.77d li 1/2
Pittsburgh Railways 14 5/8 0 .22d 0.13 5 5 5.0 16 1/8
Publicker Ind. 11 3/8 0.61d 0.46 4 3 3 3.5 8 5/8
Reading Co. 11 1/2 0 .68d 1.17d. • 9 l/4b
Reis & Co. 1 3 / 8 ' 0.78d 0 • 42d • • • 1 5/8
Roper Corp. 20 5/8 0.23d 2.88 1 2 . 2 1.5a 31 1/8
Ruppert (Jacob) 12 1.2 Id 5.29d 13 1/8
Slick Airways 8 0.17 1.30 2 1 1. ' 1.5 8
Studebaker-Packard 7 5/8 4.36 . 0.10 . 9 5/8
Union Asbestos & Rub. 9 1/8 0.26 0.03 9 7/8
Cent. R.R. of N.J. 24 6 • 48d 9.80d • 21
Checker Motors 24 1/2 0.91 O.lOd 29
aBest combination Random'choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. i-*CD
N)
Table 35 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Irving Air Chute -35.2
Kingston Products 0.100 5.3
Lehigh Valley R.R. • 3.8
Lodge & Shipley . - 8.8
Mackey Airlines -20.2
M o .-Kan.-Texas -28.0
N.Y., N.H., & Hart.R.R. ■=•46.8
Norfolk South. R.R. • 5.0
Phoenix Steel • 13.7
Pittsburgh Railways 0.300 8.8
Publicker Ind. 5 -23.5
Reading Co. -22.6
Reis & Co. 7.9
Roper Corp. 0.200 48.0
Ruppert (Jacob) 5.8
Slick Airways - 4.0
S tudebaker-Packard 21.3
Union Asbestos & Rub. * 4.1
Cent. R.R. of N.J. -14.8
Checker Motors 15.3
Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 36
Stock Selections, July, 1961 High Risk
Company
Price,
196lS
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1962<*
Seaboard Airlines 6 1/4 $10.83d $ 8.16d 3 3/8
Slick Airways 7 7/8 0.17 0.30 7 6 6.5 6 3/8
South. Pipe Line 5 1/8 0.23 0.26d 5 1/2
S tandard-Thomson 8 3/4 3.02d 0.55 5 5 5.0 5 3/8
Studebaker-Packard 7 1/8 4.36 0.10 6 3/8
Tele Promp Ter 24 3/4 0 • 31d 0.08 ' 4 8 6.0 8
•
Television Ind. 3 3/4 0.14 O.Old 1 3/8fc
Thompson-Starrett 3 1/4 0.14 0•27d . 1 7/8
Trans World Air. 15 1/2 1.41 0.97 8 3/4
Unexcelled Chem. 20 5/8 1.39 2.36 8 3 5.5 8
Union Asbestos & Rub. 8 0.26 0.03 7 3/8
Waitt & Bond 6 3/4 0.35d 1.63d • 3 7/8
Neiman Co. 4 0.2 Id 0.31 3 4 .3.5 3 1/2
White Sewing Mach. 10 1/4 0.27 0.61d 5 3/4
Wilson Brothers 19 1/8 1.01 1.37d" 6 1/8
Acme Hamilton 2 3/4 0.17d 0.01 6 7 6.5 1 1/4
Aero-Flow Dynam. 5 3/4 0.40 0.21 3
Alaska Airlines 8 0.13d 1.11 2 2 • 2.0 3 3/8
Allegheny Airlines 7 0.03 1.45 1 1 1 1.0a 4 1/2
Borne Chem. ... 14 5/8 0.37d 0.56d 5
aBest combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. m
00
Table 36 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3,
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ •$ $ $ % %
Seaboard Airlines -49.0
Slick Airways -22.6
South. Pipe Line 1.9
Standard-Thomson * , -41.0
Studebaker-Packard -14.4
Tele Promp Ter -68.9
Television Ind. -66.2
Thompson-Starrett -46*4
Trans World Air. « -45.6
Unexcelled Chem. • -62.7
Union Asbestos & Rub. . -11.5
Waitt & Bond • -46.0
Weiman Co. 5 -13.5
White Sewing Mach. -46.4
Wilson Brothers -69.2
Acme Hamilton -58.5
Aero-Flow Dynam. . 0.100 -49.1
Alaska Airlines -60.0
Allegheny Airlines -39.1
Borne Chem. -67.3
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
185
APPENDIX A
Table 37
Stock Selections, October, 1961 High Risk
------- LULL*------- L X U H . L I H
Earnings Comparison
P/E Ranke Avg. 
1 2 RankCompany
Friesf 
1961d
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
Price,
1962d
Kingston Products 2 7/8 $ 0.29 $ 0.12 2 l/4b
Lamb Industries 5 1/2 0.54 0.30 3 3/4
Lehigh Valley Ind. 1 1/2 0.28 0.12 2 1 1/4
Lehigh Valley R.R. 5 1.59d 2. 14d 4 1/2
Lodge & Shipley 1 3/8 0 .02d 0.01 4 4 4.0 1
Mackey Airlines 1 5/8 0.09 0.01 1
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 4 2.02d 2.16d 2 5/8
Mohawk Airlines 6 1/4 0.32 1.55d 4 1/2
Napco Industries 8 3/8 0.39 0.65 5 1 1 3.0 6 1/8
Nat. Brewing Co. 4 1/4 0.0 5d 0.03 2 5 3.5 4
Nat. Union Elec. 2 3/4 0.38 0.14 2 1/8
N.Y., N.H. & Hart. R.R. 2 12•29d 15.89d 1 1/2
Norfolk South. R.R. 5 0.50 0 .22d 6 1/4
Northeast Airlines 4 3/4 3.96d 6.06d 2 7/8
Nuclear Corp. of America 4 3/8 0.0 6d 0.13d 2 1/2
Old Town Corp. 11 7/8 0.24d 1.05d 11
Pfeiffer Brewing 3 1/2 0.01 0.11 1 2 3 1.5a 2 3/4
Phoenix Steel 11 3/4 2.03 1 . 81d 7
Pierce Industries 8 1/2 0.74 2 .12d 8
Pittsburgh R a i l w a y s 13 0 .22d 0.13 3 3 3.0 18
aBest combination 
eCol. 2 refers to P/E
Random choice 
alone; Col. 1 for
cDeficit « d dAbove month, 
stocks with earnings ranks.
closing
Table 37 (Continued)
%
Company
Dividend Record3,
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Kingston Products 0.100 0.100 -21.1
Lamb Industries ' 4 -32.8
Lehigh Valley Ind. -24.6
Lehigh Valley R.R. . -14.6
Lodge & Shipley -35.4
Mackey Airlines -45.0
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. -38.5
Mohawk Airlines -31.5
Napco Industries • -30.2
Nat. Brewing Co. • -11.3
Nat. Union Elec. -28.1
N.Y., N.H. & Hart. R.R. -31.0
Norfolk South. R.R. 19.1
Northeast Airlines -43.0
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. -46.4 .
Old Town Corp. -10.7
Pfeiffer Brewing -26.4
Phoenix Steel -42.8
Pierce Industries - 8.2
Pittsburgh Railways 33.0
^Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 38
Stock Selections, January, 1962 High Risk
1 1 Earnings Comparison
P/E Ranke 
1 2Company
Price,
;1962d
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1963d
Goebel Brewing 1 3/4 $ 0.02d $ 0.17d 1/2
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 4 1/8 0.03 0.21d 2 3/4
Kingston Products 3 0.05 0.13 ‘ 2 5 3.5 3
Lehigh Valley Ind. 1 1/2 0.07 ..0.03 1 3/8
Lodge & Shipley 1 3/8 0.03 0 .12d »* 1 1/4
Mackey Airlines . 1 3/4 0.06 0.03 7/8
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 3 7/8 1.77d 2.02d 2 5/8
Nat. Union Elec. 2 5/8 0.11 0.08 2 1/8
N.Y., N.H., & Hart. R.R. 2 15.36d 20.19d 1*1/4
Norfolk South. R.R. *5 3/8 0.06d 0.13 7 1/4
Pac. North. Airlines 3 7/8 0.13 0.37 1 2 2 1.5a 3 1/4
Phoenix Steel 13 1/8 0.67d 3.43d 11 3/8
Pierce Industries 9 3/4 0.03d • 0.08 7 1/4
Pittsburgh & W. Va. Ry. 19 5/8 0.13d 5.26d 34 3/8
Publicker Ind. 8 5/8 0.21 0.17d 6
Roper Corp. 24 2.52 1.61 19 1/4
Ruppert (Jacob) 14 1/2 3.08d 0.14 4 4 4.0 12
Slick Airways 7 5/8 1.14 • 1.22 5 1 1 3.0 6 1/8
Standard-Thomson 8 1/8 0.31 0.72 3 3 3 3.0 5 3/4
Studebaker-Packard 10 3/8"" ■ ■ H ■ ' — 0.02 0.85d ._
aBest combination Random-choice cDeficit *= d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. co
00
Table 38 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % . %
Goebel Brewing • -76.3
Hotel Corp. of Amer. * -37.4
Kingston Products 0.100 0.100 0.2
Lehigh Valley Ind. . -16.6
Lodge & Shipley -18.0
Mackey Airlines -55.7
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. -36.5
Nat. Union Elec. 0.050 -22.9
N.Y.,N.J., & Hart.R.R. * -43.1
Norfolk South R.R. • 28.8
Pac. North. Airlines -21.1
Phoenix Steel -16.3
Pierce Industries -28.6
Pittsburgh & W.Va.Ry. 1.750 1.750 1.750 1.750 .123.1
Publicker Ind. 5 -30.2
Roper Corp. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 -17.6
Ruppert (Jacob) -18.6
Slick Airways -23.3
Standard-Thomson -32.3 .
S tudebaker-Packard -44.6
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 39
Stock Selections, April, 1962 High Risk
Company
Price,
I962d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1963d
Goebel Brewing 1 3/4 $ 0.13d $ 0 .21d 3/4
Lehigh Valley Ind. 1 3/4 0.12 0.07 1 3/8
Lehigh Valley R.R. ' 6 1/8 2.14d 5.51d 6 1/4
Lodge & Shipley 1 1/2 0.01 0.08d 1 3/8
Mo.-Kan.-Tex, 3 5/8 2.16d 2.39d 3 7/8
Nat. Union Elec. 2 7/8 0.14 0.17 5 5 5.0 2 1/8
Norfolk South, R.R. 5 1/8 0 . 22d 0.15d 8 1/4
Phoenix Steel 11 1/2 1. 8 Id 4.57d 9 7/8
Pittsburgh Railways 16 1/8 0.13 0.46d 23‘1/2
Pittsburgh & W. Va. Ry. 32 l,.37d 5.95d 33 5/8
Publicker Ind. 8 5/8 0.46 0.03d 6 3/8
Reading Co. 9 1/4 1.17d 6.47d 8 1/8
Reis & Co. 1 5 / 8 0. 42d 0.09d 3/4
Roper Co. 31 1/8 2.88 2.42 24 1/2
Ruppert (Jacob) 13 1/8 5.29d 1.11 3 3 3 3.0b 12 1/8
Slick Airways 8 1.30 1.47 6 1 1 3.0 6 1/4
Standard-Thomson 8 1/8 0.55 0.82 4 2 2 3.0 5 3/4
S tudebaker-Packard 9 5/8 0.10 0.27d 6 1/2
Tenney Engineering 5 7/8 0 • 20d 0.06 2 6 4.0 ' 3 1/2
Union Asbestos & Rub. 9 7/8 0.03 0.63 1 4 2.5a 9 1/4
b c daBest combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. m
Table 39 (Continued)
Dividend Recorda
Annual Rate
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock of Return
• $ '5 $ $ % %
Goebel Brewing -65.4
Lehigh Valley Ind. • -28.2
Lehigh Valley R.R. - 2.7
Lodge & Shipley • -16.6
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 0.7
Nat. Union Elec. 0.050 -29.7
Norfolk South. R.R. 53.8
Phoenix Steel -17.2
Pittsburgh Railways .41.4
Pittsburgh & W. Va. Ry. . 2.6
Publicker Ind. 5 -25.8
Reading Co. • -15.6
Reis & Co. -63.5
Roper Co. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 -21.1
Ruppert (Jacob) -10.7
Slick Airways -25.3
Standard-Thomson -32.3
S tudebaker-P ackard -35.2
Tenney Engineering -43.5
Union Asbestos & Rub. 0.100 0 .1 0 0 . 0.100 - 7.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included m  the quarter m, VO
received. m
APPENDIX A
Table 40
Stock Selections, July, 1962 High Risk
Company
Price,
1962d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1963d
Kingston Products 2 3/8 $ 0.12 $ 0.24 2 2 2.0 3 7/8
Lamb Industries 3 3/4 0.30 0.32 6 4 5.0 3
Lehigh Valley Ind. 1 1/4 0.12 0.07 1 1/4
Mackey Airlines 1 1/4 0.01 0.08d 2 V 2
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 2 7/8 2.16d 2. 39d 3 7/8b
Mohawk Airlines • 4 1/2 1. 55d 0.42 1 3 2.0a 5 5/8
Napco Industries 5 1/8 0.65 1.26 3 1 .2.0 7 3/4
National Brewing Co. 4 0.03, 0.05 . 3 1/2
Nat. Union Elec. 2 1/8 0.14 0.17 5 5 5.0 2 1/4
Noramco, Inc. 2 1/8 O.lOd 0.33d , 2
Norfolk South, R.R. 4 7/8 0.18d 0.15d 8 3/4
Northeast Airlines 3 1/2 6.06d 5.29d 2 5/8
Old Town Corp. 10 1.05d 0 .2 Id . 9 1/8
Pac. North. Airlines 3 3/8 0.19 0.25 4 6
o.in 3 1/2
Phoenix Steel 6 1.81d 4.63d' 11 3/8
Pittsburgh Railways 15 1/2 0.13 0.46d 29 3/4
Pittsburgh & W. Va. Ry. 25 1/4 1.37d 5.95d 34 3/4
Publicker Industries 5 7/8 0.46 0.03d 6 3/4
Reading Co. 6 3/4 1.17d 6.47d 11 3/4
Reeves Soundcraft 3 5/8 0.32 0.29 3 3/8
aB.est combination Random choice Deficit *= d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
19 
2
Table 40 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Kingston Products 0.100 0.100 62.4
Lamb Industries -24.9
Lehigh Valley Ind. - 9.4
Mackey Airlines . 83.6
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 26.7
Mohawk Airlines 25.3.
Napco Industries 44.3
National Brewing Co. -17.6
Nat. Union Elec. 0.050 1.3
Noranco, Inc. -12.8
Norfolk South.R.R. 71.3
Northeast Airlines • -29.8
Old Town Corp. -12.2 •
Pac. North. Airlines - 2.5
Phoenix Steel 82.0
Pittsburgh Railways 86.5
Pittsburgh & W. Va. Ry. 34.2
Publicker Industries 5 15.3
Reading Co. 67.2
Reeves Soundcraft - 6.6
' Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter 
received. . ■ vou>
APPENDIX A
Table 41
Stock Selections, October, 1962 High Risk
Earnings Comparison T
Company
Price,
1962d
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1963d
Seaboard Airlines 4 1/4 $ 8.16 $ 1.08d 5 3/4*>
Silver Creek Prec. 3/4 0.04d 0.05d 3/4
Slick Corp. 6 1/2 1.30 1.47 6 1 . 1 3.0 5 1/4
Standard-Thomson 5 3/4 0.55 0.82 5 2 2 3.5 5 1/4
Studebaker Corp. 7 5/8 0.10 0.27d 7 1/2
Teleprompter 6 3/4 0.08 0.81d 4 5/8
Television Ind. 1 5/8 0. Old 2. 4Id • 1 1/8
Tenney Engineer. 4 3/4 0 .20d 0.06 2 5 3.5 2 3/4
Thompson-S tarrett 1 3/4 0.27d 0.18 1 3 3 2.0a 1*3/4
V.T.R., Inc. 5 1/8 0.98d 1.02d •5 1/8
Waitt & Bond 4 1/8 1.63d 0.01 4 6 5.0 3 3/8
Webb & Knapp 1 1/8 0.35d 0.06 3 4 . 3.5 1/2
Weiman Co. 3 5/8 • 0.31 0.18 .4 3/8
White Sewing Mach. 5 5/8 0.61d 0 • 91d 9 1/4
Wilson Brothers 5 1/2 1.37d 6.48d 7
Acme-Hamilton 1 . 0.01 0.25d 1 1/8
Acme Prec. Prod. 1 7/8 2.78d 1.09d 3 1/4
Aero-Flow Dynam. • 2 7/8 0.21 0.07 2 7/8
Alaska Airlines 3 1/2 1.11 0. 71d 4
Borne Chem. 7 1/4 0.56d 0 • 49d 5 1/2
afiest combination ^Random'choice ^Deficit =* d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. m
Table 41 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ $ $ $ % %
Seaboard Airlines 28.2
Silver Creek Prec. -39.6
Slick Corp. -23.1
Standard-Thomson -13.2 .
Studebaker Corp. - 5.7
Teleprompter -35.4
Television Ind. -37.6
Tenney Engineer -45.6
Thoir.pson-S tarrett • ‘ - 7.9
V.T.R., Inc. • - 5.0
Waitt & Eond -22.9
Webb & Knapp • -63.8
Weiman Co. 5 19.6
White Sewing Mach. 57.5
Wilson Brothers 21.6
Acme-Hamilton - 1.9
Acme Prec. Proc. 61.6
Aero-Flow Dynam. 0.100 - 3.1
Alaska Airlines 7.5
Borne Chem. -27.7
• aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 42
Stock Selections, January, 1963 High Risk
Company
Price,
1963d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1964d
Mohawk Airlines 4 1/2 ? 0.42 $ 0.62 6 2 2 4.0 4 1/4
Napco Industries 6 1/2 0.64 1.03 5 1 1 3.0 5 7/8
Nat. Union Elec. 2 1/8 0.08 0.15 4 5 4.5 2
Norfolk South. R.R. 7 1/4 0.06d 0.39 1 6 3.5 12 3/8
Northeast Airlines 2 1/2 3. 78d 2.23d 2 5/8
Old Town Corp. 11 0.23d O.lOd 8 3/8
Pittsburgh Steel 7 1/8 1. 37d 0.15d 12 3/8
Pittsburgh & W. Va. Ry. 34 3/8 5.25d 1.33d 30
Publicker Ind. 6 0.17d 0.83d 6 3/8
Reading Co. T 3/4 6.47d 3. 50d 11 1/8
Reis & Co. 1/2 0.07d 0 .12d 3/4
Roper Corp. 19 1/4 1.61 1.18 39 3/8
Slick Corp. 6 1/8 1.22 0.69 3 7/8
S tandard-Thomson 5 3/4 0.72 0.78 7 3 3 5.0 4 1/4
Studebaker Corp. 6 0.85d 0.38d ‘ 6 1/4
Telerpompter 5 1/4 0.25d 0.08d 4
Thompson-Starrett 1 3/4 0.06 0.16 2 4 3. 0a 1 l/4b
Trans World Air. 10 1/2 1.9 Id 1.09d 31
V.T.R., Inc. 5 0.65d 0.19 3 7 5.0 5
Walworth Co. 7 0.73d 0.40d 7 1/2
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
VO
c\
Table 42 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Recorda 
1st Qu.' 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ ‘ $ $ $ % %
Kohawk Airlines -10.7
Napco Industries 0.100 -12.2
Nat. Union Elec. 0.050 -10.5
Norfolk South. R.R. 64.2
Northeast Airlines - 2.1
Old Town Corp. -26.7
Pittsburgh Steel 67.2
Pittsburgh & W.Va.Ry. -14.8
Publicker Ind. 5 -44.9
Reading Co. t 37.9
Reis & Co. 8.8
Roper Corp. 0.200 0.200 0.250 0.250 106.1
Slick Corp. -40.1
S tandard-Thomson -29.8
Studebaker Corp. - 0.7
Teleprompter -18.6
Thompson-Starrett -35.1
Trans World Air. 186.9
V.T.R., Inc. - 5.3
Walworth Co. • 2.6
Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received. vo
APPENDIX A
Table 43
Stock Selections, April, 1963 High Risk
Company
Price,
1963d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1964d
Weiman Co. 3 3/4 $ 0.18 $0.37 6 4 5. Oh 4 1/2
Allegheny Airlines 6 0.15 0.72 3 2
in*<N 6 1/4
Associated Brewing 2 7/8 0.12 0.07 4 1/8
Boston & Maine R.R. 4 1/2 7.99d 7.14d 4
Briggs Co. 4 7/8 0.52d l.lld • 7 3/4
Checker Motors . • 23 0.53d 0.92 4 5 4.5 17 1/2
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 9 3/4 2.44d 2.51d 19 5/8
Chicago & N.W. Ry. 16 1/4 1.90d 7.47d 40 3/8
Clopay Corp. 3 1/8 0.40 0.24 2 •7/8
Colo. Fuel & Iron 9 1/4 0.41 1.44d 14 5/8
Conde Nast Pub. 9 0.12 0.89 2 3 2.5 11 5/8
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 3 1/2 5.77d 4.38d 4 3/8
Essex Chem. 3 3/4 • 0.04 0.14 5 6 5.5 7 1/4
Fairchild Stratos 7 3/8 1.03 • 1.00 3 7 1/4
General Alloys 1 3/4 0.0 Id 0.30 1 1 1 1.0a 2 1/2
General Builders 3 1/4 0.56 0.55 2 2 7/8
General Foam 8 5/8 0.81 0.57 13 1/2
Lehigh Valley Ind. 1 3/8 0.07 . 0.10 ' • 2 3/4 .
Lodge & Shipley 1 3/8 0.08d 0.05 1 1/8
Mackey Airlines 1 1/8 0.08d 0.01 7
a  U  m  J
Best combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closingp p
Col. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. vo
Table 43 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Recorda 
1st Qu.- 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
. of Return *
$ $ $ $ - % %
Weiman Co. 5 19.1
Allegheny Airlines ' - 0.7
Associated Brewing 0.100 ‘ 38.5
Boston & Maine R.R. . -16.0
Briggs Co. 51.7
Checker Motors s . -26.1
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. * 95.0
Chicago & N.W. Ry. 141.8.
Clopay Corp. • -13.8
Colo. Fuel & Iron • 52.4
Conde Nast Publ 0.400 29.1
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 17.8
Essex Chem. 83.6
Fairchild Stratos - 5.8
General Alloys • 32.7
General Builders -17.2
General Foam 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 53.4
Lehigh Valley Ind. 84.5
Lodge & Shipley -26.7
Mackey Airlines 475.6
^Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 44 
« •
Stock Selections, July, 1963 High Risk
Company
Phoenix Steel 
Pierce Industries 
Pittsburgh Ry.
Pittsburgh Steel 
Pittsburgh & West Va. Ry. 
Publicker Ind. .
Reading Co.
Reis & Co.
Seaboard Airlines 
Servomechanisms 
Slick Corp.
S tandard-Thomson 
Studebaker Corp. 
Teleprompter 
Television Ind.
Thompson-Starrett 
Unexcelled Chem.
U.S. Nat. Gas 
Victoreen Instrum.
V.T.R., Inc._______________
Price,
1963^
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1964d
11 3/8 $ 4.63d $ 4.66d 15 l/2b
7 0.34d 1. 25d 9 1/2
29 3/4 0.46d 1.60 3 5 . 4.0 27 3/4
11 5/8 0.74d 0.06 7 9 8.0 17 1/2
'34 3/4 5.95d 1.98d • • 38 1/4
6 3/4 0.03d 0 .68d 6 3/4
11 3/4 6 .47d 5. 51d 12 3/4
3/4 0.09d 0 .20d 5/8
5 7/8 1.08 0.29 5 6 5.5 6-3/8
‘4 1/8 * 0.63 0.24d 4
5 1/4 1.30 1.10 1 5
5 1/8 0.82 0.89 2 3 3/4
6 1/2 0 • 27d 0.02 8 10 9.0 7 7/8
5 1/2 0 • 8Id . 0.07 6 8 7.0 7 1/2
1 1/4 2.4 Id 0.10 9 . 3 6.0 5/8
1 7/8 0.18 0.27 10 1 . 3 5.0 1 1/4
8 1/8 0.03 0.36 .2 7 4.5 17 7/8
8 3/4 0.07 0.28d. 15 7/8
8 7/8 0.07d- 0.80 1 . 2 1.5a 9
5 1.02d 0.27 4 4 4.0 7 1/2
aBest combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. ^
o
Table 44 • (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend 
2nd Qu. 3rd
Recorda 
Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
Phoenix Steel $ $ $ $ % 31.4%
Pierce Industries 30.4
Pittsburgh Ry. - 9.2
Pittsburgh Steel 45.7
Pittsburgh & West Va. Ry. 7.8
Publicker Ind. 5 0.5
Reading Co. 4.8
Reis & Co. -17.4
Seaboard Airlines 3.6
Servomechanisms - 8.6
Slick Corp. • - 9.4
S tandard-Thomson -30.8
Studebaker Corp^ 16.1
Teleprompter 30.2
Television Ind. -57.7
Thompson-S tarrett -39.4
Unexcelled Chem. 112.5
U.S. Nat. Gas 75.2
Victoreen Instrum. - 2.3
V.T.R., Inc. 2 1/2 47.7
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
fo
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APPENDIX A
Table 45 
• • •
Stock Selections, October, 1963 High Risk
Company
Price,
1963^
Earnings 
Prior Yr.°
Comparison
Growth 
Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1964a
Great American 1 $ 0.06 $0.54d 3/4
Great Lakes Chem. 2 3/8 . 0.03 0.04. 2 1/4
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 2 5/8 0.56d 0.01 3 3/4
Kingston Products 3 5/8 0.24 0.25 3 3/4
Lamb Industries 2 3/4 0.32 0.76d 2 1/2
Lehigh Valley Ind. 1 1/4 0.07 0.10 5 3 3 4.0 2 5/8
Lionel Corp. . 4 3/4 1. 88d 2.78d '5 1/4
Lodge & Shipley 1 1/8 0.03d 0.05 2 4 3.0 1 1/2
Mackey Airlines 5 1/2 0.08d 0.01 3 7 5.0 6 7/8
Maule Industries 7 .0.96 0.02 5
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 3 1/4 2.39d 2.48d # 7 5/8
Mohawk Airlines 5 1/8 0.42 0.50 7 1 1 4.0 6 5/8
National Co. 6 1/2 0.47d 0.0 Id ' 7 1/4
Norfolk South, Ry. 8 3/4 0.15d • 0.73 1 2 2 1.5* 32 1/2
Northeast Airlines 3 1/2 5.29d 4.62d 4 1/2
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. 2 1/8 0.06 O.lOd 1 7/8
Old Town Corp. 10 1/2 0 .21d 0.02 • 4 6 5.0 33 7/8
Pac. North. Airlines 3 1/4 0.25 0.32d 4b
Pantasote Co. 3 3/4 0.12 0.15 6 5 5.5 4 3/4
Phoenix Steel 10 1/2 4.63d 4.66d 17 1/8..
.aBest combination ^Random choice ^Deficit « d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone? Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 45 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend 
2nd Qu. 3rd
Recorda 
Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
3
Great American $ $ $ $ % -36.1 %
Great Lakes Chem- -11.9
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 34.2
Kingston Products 0.100 7.0
Lamb Industries • -15.2
Lehigh Valley Ind. 92.8
Lionel Corp. 4.8
Lodge & Shipley 20.2
Mackey Airlines 19.3
Maule Industries -31.8
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 122.6
Mohawk Airlines 23.3
National Co. 6.8
Norfolk South. Ry. 260.2
Northeast Airlines 21.3
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. -18.4
Old Town Corp. 213.2
Pac. North Airlines 15.8
Pantasote Co. 3 23.3
Phoenix Steel 57.7
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received
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Table 46
Stock Selections, January, 1964 High Risk
Company
Price,
1964d
Earninqs Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1965<*
Lehigh Valley Ind. 1 3/8 $ 0.13 $ 0.11 1 2 3/8b
Lodge & Shipley 1 0.02 0.03 3 2 3 2.5 1 3/4
Maule Industries 7 0.36d 0.14d • 5
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. .3 1/2 2. lid 1.64d 6 1/2
Mohawk Airlines 4 1/4 0.38 0.20 6 1/4
National Co. 6 3/8 0.15 0.06d 7 3/8
Norfolk South. Ry. *2 3/8 0.39 0 • 39d • 30
Old Town Corp. . 8 3/8 0.10 d 0 • 18d 38 3/8
Pantasote Co. 3 1/4 0.15 .0.15 - 7'
Pittsburgh Steel 12 3/8 . 0.14d 0.59 1 1 2 1.0a 14
Pittsburgh & W. Va. Ry. 30 1.33d 0.86d 57 1/2
Publicker Industries 6 3/8 0.82d 0.47d. 7
Reading Co. 11 1/8 3.50d 5.29d • 11 1/2
Reis (R.) & Co. 3/4 0 .12d ' 0.06d 5/8
Salem-Brosius, Inc.. 1 5/8 0.72 0.08d 4 7/8
Seiberling Rubber 11 l.Old 0.27 2 3
in.CM 13 3/4
Silver Creek Prec. 7 1/16 0 .02d 0 .Old • 1/2
Slick Corp. 3 7/8 0.87 0.05 5 1/4
Studebaker Corp. 6 1/4 0.38d 0 • 72d 6 3/8
Tel Autograph 4 7/8 0.33d 0.27d 4 1/4
.aBest combination Random choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 46 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend 
2nd Qu. 3rd
Recorda 
Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Lehigh Valley Ind. * 59.1
Lodge & Shipley 57.3
Maule Industries -31.8
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 76.0
Mohawk Airlines 39.5
National Co. • 10.7
Norfolk South. Ry. * 135.6
Old Town Corp. 344.7
Pantasote Co. 3 110.2
Pittsburgh Steel 9.3 »
Pittsburgh & West Va. Ry. 0.200 88.2
Publicker Industries 5 10.3
Reading Co. - 0.5
Reis (R.) & Co. ' -26.4
Salem-Brosius, Ind. 180.8
Seiberling Rubber 20.7
Silver Creek Prec. -95.0
Slick Corp. 28.2
Studebaker Corp. - 2.7
Tel Autograph -17.4
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any.extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 47
Stock Selections, April, 1964 High Risk
Company
Price,
19643
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
mi i i m »  « . i « i  i iiwrmwm
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1965<*
Slick Corp. 6 1/8 $ 1.10 $ 0.08 5 3/4
Studebaker Corp. 8 1/4 0.02 1.23d 6 1/8
Unexcelled Chem. 7 1/2 0.36 0.05 ■ • 28 1/8
Walworth Co. 6 7/8 0.64d 2.12d 7 1/2
Ward Baking Co. 7 3/8 0.62d 2.57d 8 3/8b
Acme Precision 4 0.46d 0.39 4 4 • 4.0 3 7/8
Allegheny Airlines . 6 1/4 0.73 0.27 • *5 3/4
Associated Brewing 4 1/8 0.07 0.41 . 2 3 2.5 6 1/2
Boston & Maine R.R. 4 7.03d 6.93d 13 *7/8
Checker Motors 17 1/2 0.92 0.16 18 3/4
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 19 5/8 ' 2.51d. 4.42 3 1 . 1 2 .0a 21 3/8
Chicago & N.W. R. R. 40 3/8 7.49d 5.24 5 2 2 3.5 59 1/2
Clopay Corp. 2 7/8- 0.24 0.22 2 7/8
Colo. Fuel & Iron 14 5/8 1.43d- 0.83 7 7 7.0 13 1/8
Curtis Publishing 7 3/4 6. OOd 1.49'd 9
Daitch Crystal 5 3/8 0.19 0.51 6 5
in.in 6 3/8
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 4 3/8 4.38d 4.49d . 8 7/8
Fenestra, Inc. 16 0.11 1.44 ' 1 6 3.5 19
General Alloys 2 1/2 0.30 0.26 3 1/8
General Bronze 18 0.36d 0.77d 32 1/8
.aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. o
Table 47 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Recorda 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• S § § 5 . % %
Slick Corp. • -10.6
Studebaker Corp. -29.0
Unexcelled Chem. 263.2
Walworth Co. 4.5
Ward Baking Co. 9.0
Acme Precision 8 • 7
Allegheny Airlines -12.4
Associated Brewing 0.100 52.2
Boston & Maine. R.R. 231.7
Checker Motors * 3.8
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. * 5.9 •
Chicago & N.W. R.R. 1.500 48.8
Clopay Corp. - 6.4
Colo. Fuel & Iron -13.3
Curtis Publishing • 11.3
Daitch Crystal 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 17.7
Erie-Lacka. R.R. • 93.5
Fenestra, Inc. • 15.3
General Alloys 0.050 18.9
General- Bronze .74.8
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
t o
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Table 48t '
Stock Selections, July, 1964f High Risk
Company
Kingston Products 
Lamb Industries 
.Lehigh Valley Ind. 
Lionel Corp.
Lodge & Shipley 
Mackey Airlines 
Maule Industries 
Mo.-Kan.-Tex.
Mohawk Airlines 
Nat. Union Elec.
Newal, Inc.
Norfolk South. Ry. 
Northeast Airlines 
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. 
Old Town Corp.
Pac. North. Airlines 
Pantasote Co.
Phoenix Steel 
Pierce Industries 
Pittsburgh Railways
Price,
1964<*
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1965<*
4 1/8 $ 0.25 $ 0.36 4 1 2 2.5 3 7/8
2 7/8 0.76d 0.44d 1 7/8
2. 3/8 0.10 0.14 5 5 5.0 4
4 2.48d 2. 64d 4
1 1/4 0.05 0.04 1 1/2
5 1/2 0.01 0.07d 6
5 1/8 0.02 1.76d t 5
4 7/8 2.4«d 2.48d 7 1/8
7 3/4 0.50 0.42 9 7/8
i3 5/8 . 1.00 1.15 6 2 3 4.0 15 1/4
1 3/8 0.27 0.21 . 1 . 1/2
27 0.63 0.02 26 1/4
4 7/8 • 4.62d 5.64d 10 l/8b
2 1/8 0.01 . 0.08 1 6 3.5 2 1/4
22 1/2 0.02 0.14d 18 1/4
4 1/8 0.32d . 1.55d 5 3/8
4 0.15 0.24 3 4 3.5 7 5/8
15 1/2 4.66d. 1.27d . 12 1/2
9 1/2 1.25d 0.69 2 3 2.5a 10
27 3/4 1.60 1.35 25
aBest combination 
eCol. 2 refers to
Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
p/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings raiiks. N>o
Table 48 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend 
2nd Qu. 3rd
Record3
Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
- $ $ ? $ % %
Kingston Products 0.100 0.100 - 6.8
Lamb Industries ' -39.5
Lehigh Valley Ind. 58.0
Lionel Corp. • - 5.7
Ledge & Shipley - 12.8
Mackey Airlines 0.050 3.8
Maule Industriesi - 7.2
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 39.2
Mohawk Airlines 22.4
Nat. Union Elec. 0.250 0.250 0.350 15.0
Newal, Inc. -74.5
Norfolk South. Ry. - 5.5
Northeast Airlines i 98.5
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. . • ■ - 1.6
Old Town Corp. -21.3
Pac. North. Airlines 23.5
Pantasote Co. 4 32.4
Phoenix Steel -22.0
Pierce Industries' • 1.4
Pittsburgh Railways -12.4
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 49
Stock Selections, October, 1964 High Risk
Price,
Earnings Comparison
Growth P/E Ranke Avg. Price,
Company 19 64d Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank 1 2 Rank 1965<*
Trans World Air. 47 1/8 $0.85d $2.95 2 6 4.0 53 1/8
Unexcelled Chem. 19 1/8 0.36 0.05 . 18 3/8
United Piece Dye 8 1/4 0.73 1.58 7 1 .1 4.0 8
U. S. Nat. Gas 15 3/4 0.29d 0.77d 11 3/8
Walworth Co. ' 7 3/8 0.64d 2.12d 7 1/4
Ward Foods 6 5/8 0.62d 2. 57d 9 5/8
Weiman Co. 5 7/8 0.37 0.06d • * 5
Wilson Brothers 8 7/8 0.69 . 0.89 9 3 6.0 8 3/8
Alaska Airlines 4 1/2 1.02d 0.0 Id 5- 3/8
Allegheny Airlines 4 5/8 0.73 0.27 • 9
Associated Brewing 4 1/4 0.07 0.41 1 4 2.5a 5 1/8
Beck Shoe Corp. 7 2.Old 1.66d * 7 1/2
Blackstone Cigar 3 3/4. • 1.17d 0.09 ' 8 8 8.0 2 3/8
Boston & Maine Corp. 7 7.03d 6.90d • 13 1/2
Briggs Mfg. Co. 5 1/2 1. 26d 0.28 ‘ 5 7
o*VO 3 7/8
Checker Motors ' 18 0.92 0.16 1 16 1/2
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 25 3/4 2 • 51d 4.42 3 2 2.5 23 3/4
Chicago & N.W. Ry. 59 7/8 7. 49d 5.24 4 . 5 4.5 112.1/4
Cinerama, Inc. 3 7/8 0.08 0.08d • 3b
Clary Corp 5 3/8 0.20 d 0.04 6 9 7.5 3 1/8
' * »■'' 1 ■     ■ i ■* * ■■■■' ' ' — — — ■— i p — m rnm m m m + m m m m m m m m m m m m m■   ■ .
aBest combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. w
Table 49 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend 
2nd Qu. 3rd
Recorda 
Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $
Trans World Air. 10.6
Unexcelled Chenu - 6.6
United Piece Dye 0.100 0.100 c1.100 0.100 - 2.2
U.S. Nat. Gas -30.2
Walworth Co. --5.8
Ward Foods 39.5
Weiman Co. 5 14.9
Wilson Brothers . - 9.2
Alaska Airlines 13.2
Allegheny Airlines 4 0.050 87.8
Associated Brewing 0.100 16.6
Beck Shoe Corp. • 2.6
Blackstone Cigar -40.8
Boston & Maine Corp. 85.7
Briggs Mfg. Co. -33.3
Checker Motors -11.1
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. -10.5
Chicago & N. W. Ry. 85.3
Cinerama, Inc. -27.3
Clary Corp. -45.2
aQuarters run from purchase-, date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
APPENDIX A
Table 50
Stock Selections, March, 1965 High Risk
Company
Price,
1965d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
19 66d
5 $ 0.50 $ 0.26d 3 1/8
19 1/4 0.42 0 .2.0 d - 21 1/8
56 5/8 3.81 2.46 135
5 0.22 0.31 9 6 7.5 5 5/8
4 1/4 0.20 0.30 8 4 6.0 7 7/8
1 0.02 0.08 2 3 3 2.5 1 3/8
2 1/8 0.25d 0 . lid • 3 1/4
3 0.07d 0.17d . 5 1/2
13 3/8 0.47d 0.10 5 8 13.0 27 5/8
2 7/8 0.24 0.37 7 1 1 4.0 3 1/8
1 7/8 0.03 0.03 2 3/8
13 1/2 0.32 0.94 . 3 5 4.0 18 1/8
3 7/8 1.7 Id 0.37d 5 1/8
4 3/4 0.14d . 0.10 4 9 6.5b 5 3/4
8 5/8 1.64d 6.02d 12 1/2
8 1/4 0.06d 0.69 .1 2 2 1.5a 9 3/8
* 1 3/4 0.05 0.01 3
27 1/4 0.18d 0.38d. 26 1/2
8 1/4 0.13 0.26 6 7 6.5 10 1/4
12 7/8 0.73 0.79 11 1/4
^Random choice cDeficit ** d aAbove month , closing
P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings rajnks. wJ-*
Briggs. Co.
Checker Motors 
Chicago & N.W. R.R. 
Clary Corp.
Cohu Electronics 
Cont. Materials 
Crown Drug 
Dynalectron Corp. 
Flying Tiger Line 
Gale Industries 
General Builders 
Irving Air Chute 
Lionel Corp.
Maule Industries 
Mo.-Kan.-Tex.
National Co.
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. 
Old Town Corp. 
Pantasote Co.
Pierce Governor
aBest combination 
eCol. 2 refers to
to
Table 50 (Continued)
Dividend Record3-
• Annual Rate
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock of Return
•$ %
Briggs Co.
Checker Motors 
Chicago & N.W. R.R. 
Clary Corp.
Cohu Electronics 
Cont. Materials 
Crown Drug . 
Dynalectron Corp. 
Flying Tiger Line 
Gale Industries 
General Builders 
Irving Air Chute 
Lionel Corp.
Maule Industries 
Mo.-Kan.-Tex.
National Co.
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. 
Old Town Corp. 
Pantasote Co.
Pierce Governor
0.750 0.750 0.750 1.000
0.150
0.250 8
%
-41.1
6.5
144.0
6.9 
80.0
22.7
43.0 
72.9
110.7
1.9
17.7
43.7
25.0
15.0
39.5 
9.3
59.5 
~ 5.5
24.4
-15.7
^Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
t o
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Table 51
# .
Stock Selections, June, 1965 High Risk
° 
1
3 p> 3 1
Price,
1965d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1966d
Seaboard Airlines 10 1/2 $ 0.47 $ 0.68 ■ 8 5 6.5 22 1/8
Slick Corp. 5 3/8 0.08 0.0.9 9 3/8
Studebaker Corp. 23 6.17d 2.80 5 2 . 3.5 35 3/4
Technical Tape 5 5/8 0.03 0.27 3 7 5.0 5 1/2
Teleprompter 10 1/8 0.11 0.54 4 6 5.0 19 3/8
Thompson-S tarrett 1 1/8 0.04 0.04d • 4 1/4
Trans World Air. 55 1/4 . 2.95 5.47 ■ 7 4 5.5 •83
Unexcelled Chem. 23 3/4 0.05 0.83 1 9 5.0 21 VK
U.S. Nat. Gas 15 0.77d 0.51d 6- 1/8
Walworth Co. 8 3/4 . .2.12d 0.53d • 10
Ward Foods 12 2.09d 1.05d 17 5/8
Weiman Co. 7 0.06d 0.76 2 3 2.5a 13 1/4
Wilson Brothers 8 7/8 0.89 1.24 9 1 5.0 13 5/8
Beck Shoe Corp. 8 1/8 1.66d . 0.38 6 8 7.0 10 5/8
Blackstone Cigar 5 5/8 0.09 1.39d 1 3/4
Boston & Maine Corp. 13 5/8 6.90d 11.79d 20 1/2
Checker Motors 17 0.16 0.65d 15 3/4
Chicago & N.W. R.R. 75 5/8 5.24 2.74 . 113 1/2
Cinerama, Inc. 3 1/4 0.08d 5.85d 3 7/8
Clary Corp. 4 1/8 0.04 0.41d 5 5/8
aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit - d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 51 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
? § $ $ " ...... . ' " " « ‘
Seaboard Airlines • 104.0
Slick Corp. 66.8
Studebaker Corp. 51.7
Technical Tape • - 7.0
Teleprompter 84.9
Thompson-S tarrett 246.8
Trans World Air. 0.250 0.250 48.7
Unexcelled Chem. -13.4
U.S. Nat. Gas » -60.8
Walworth Co. • 10.0
Ward Foods 42.4
Weiman Co. 7 1/2 95.9
Wilson Brothers 48.0
Beck Shoe Corp. * . 25.8
Blackstone Cigar -70.9
Boston & Maine Corp 46.0
Checker Motors -10.4
Chicago & N.W. R. R. 0.750 0.750 1.000 1.000 53.4
Cinerame, Inc. 12.1
Clary Corp. 29.1
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 52
Stock.Selections, September, 1965 High Risk
Company
Price,
1965d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
19 66d
Unexcelled, Inc. 19 $ 0.05 $ 0.83 1 6 3.5 21 1/4
United Piece Dye 7 7/8 1.58 1.35 1 3 7/8
U.S. Nat. Gas * 12 7/8 0.77d 0.51d . 6 3/8
V.T.R., Inc. 4 0.31 0.32 2 l/4b
Walworth Co. • 7 1/4 2 .12d "0.53d s 8 1/2
Ward Foods . 12 3/8 2.09d 1.05d 14 1/8
Weiman Co. 5 1/8 0.06d 0.76 2 2 2 .0a 8 7/8
Wilson Brothers 7 5/8 0.89, 1.24 5 1 3.0 12 3/4
Acme-Hami1ton 4 1.33d 0.18d •2 3/8
Allegheny Airlines 9 0.27 0.19 14 3/4
Beck Shoe Corp. 7 3/8 1.66d 0.38 4 4 . 4.0 11 1/4
Blackstone Cigar 2 7/8 0.09 1.39d 1 1/8
Bonanza Airlines 11 3/8 • 0.88 0.60 ' 15 1/2
Boston & Maine Corp. 18 6.90d . 11.79d 14
Checker Motors 16 1/4 0.16 0.65d 12 1/2
Cinerama, Inc. 3 1/8 0.0 8d 5. 85d 3 3/8
Clary Corp. 3 5/8 0.04 0.41d 5
Clopay Corp. 3 1/8 0 . 36 0.15 • 5 1/2
Cohu Electronics 3 3/4 0.28 0.38 6 3 4.5 5
Colt Industries 17 0.55d 0.86 3 5 4.0 16 1/4
aBest combination Random choice cDeficit « d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 52 (Continued) •
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return 1
$ $ $ $ % %
Unexcelled, Inc. 8.5
United Piece Dye 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 -49.7
U.S. Nat. Gas • -52.5
V.T.R., Inc. • -47.4
Walworth Co. 12.4
Ward Foods * 10.3
Weiman Co. • • 7 1/2 78.0
Wilson Brothers 60.9
Acme-Hamilton -44.4
Allegheny Airlines 0.050 • 59.1
Beck Shoe Corp. 46.7
Blackstone Cigar -64.5
Bonanza Airlines 31.4
Boston & Maine Corp. -24.5
Checker Motors -25.7
Cinerama, Inc. 1.4
Clary Corp. 30.2
Clopay Corp. 4 72.9
Cohu Electronics 0.150 30.5
Colt Industries - 7.9
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
’ APPENDIX A
Table 53
Stock Selections, December, 1965' High Risk
Company
Price,
19 65a
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
19 6 6<*
Checker Motors 16 1/4 $ 0 .20d $ 0.42d 13
Clopay Corp. 4 7/8 0.21 0.36 8 2 2 5.0 6
Cohu Electronics 6 5/8 0.30 0.18 5 1/8
Colt Industries 21 1/2 0.50 . 1.17 5 4 4.5 17 5/8
Community Discount ' 5 1/8 0.03 0.21 1 . . 8 4.5 4 3/4
Curtis Publishing 9 1/8 2.73d 1.44d 13
Dynalectron Corp. 4 7/8 0.16d 0.02 6 10 8.0 *3 5/8
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 8 1/8 2.28d 0.53d 6 7/8 -
Fenestra, Inc. 17 3/4 1.53 0.62 16 •
General Alloys '4 1/2 0.14 0.20 • 4 3/8
General Bronze 18 1/2 0.81 0.83 17
General Builders 2 0.03 0.24d 1 5/8
General Foam 16 1/4 • 0.56 0.87 9 6 7.5 13 7/8
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 6 1/4 0.09 0.34 4 5 4.5 4
Kingston Products 4 3/8 0.25 0.38 10 1 1 5.5 4 3/8
Lehigh Valley Ind. 6 1/8 0.0 8 0.36 3 3 3 3.0a 8 1/8
Lionel Corp. 5 3/8 0.52d 0.06 7 9 8.0 3
Lodge & Shipley 2 7/8 0.02 0.13 2 7 4.5 2 1/8
Mackey Airlines 10 3/8 0.12 0.18 • 9 3/8
Maule Industries 6 3/4 0.10 0.09d 5 5/8b
^  ' l_ _  JS
Best combination Random choice Deficit « d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
fo
M
CO
Table 53 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend 
2nd Qu. 3rd
Recorda 
Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ ' $ $ $ % %
Checker Motors * -22.6
Clopay Corp. 4 21.3
Cohu Electronics 0.150 0.150 -22.8
Colt Industries - -20.4
Community Discount -11.9
Curtis Publishing 37.3
Dynalectron Cprp. -29.8
Erie-Lacka. R.R. -18.8
Fenestra, Inc. 0.250 • -11.4
General Alloys 0.100 - 5.9
General Bronze -11.0
General Builders • -25.1
General Foam 0.075 0.075 0.075 0.075 -15.7
Hotel Corp. of Amer. -39.4
Kingston Products 0.100 0.100 0.2
Lehigh Valley Ind. 27.0
Lionel Corp. -47.3
Lodge & Shipley 0.050 -29.8
Mackey Airlines -13.0
Maule industries -20.6
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 54
Stock Selections, March, 1966 High Risk
Earnings Comparison •
• Price, Growth P/E Ranke Avg. Price,
Company 1966a Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank 1 2 Rank 1967Q
Checker Motors 21 1/8 $ 0 .20d $ 0.42d 14
City Stores Co. 15 5/8 0.17d 0.20 3 4 3.5 19 3/8
Cohu Electronics 7 7/8 0.30 0.18 6b
Community Discount 6 1/8 0.03 0.21 1 3 2.0*' 6
Crown Drug ,Co. 3 1/4 O.lld 0.02d 2 3/4
Curtis Publishing 11 5/8 2.73d 1.44d 12 1/8
Dynalectron Corp. 5 1/2 0.16d 0.02 5 7 . 6.0 • 6
El-Tronics, Inc. 2 1/2 0.08. 0.03 2
Fenestra, Inc. 17 5/8 1.53 0.62 17
Gale Industries 3 1/8 0.37 0.43 7 1 1 4.0 3
General Bronze 24 1/2 0.81 0.83 • 20 3/4
General Builders 2 3/8 0.03 0.24d 2 5/8
Hartfield Stores, Inc. 7 1/2 • 0.05d 0.04 • 4 6 5.0 8 7/8
Heb. Nat. Kosher Foods 6 1/8 0.38 0.38 3 5 1/2
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 6 1/2 0.09 0.34 2 2 2 2.0 5 1/4
Lionel Corp. 5 1/8 0.52d 0.06 6 5 5.5 4 1/8
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 12 1/2 6.02d 5.7 Id • 8
National Co. 9 3/8 0.69 0.24 . 8 7/8
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. 3 0.01 0.09d 2 3/4
Old Town Corp. 26 1/2 0 .38d 0.31d 20 1/8
•aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 54 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ - $ % %
Checker Motors *. -35.9
City Stores Co. 20.4
Cohu Electronics 0.150 -25.5
Community Discount • - 6.6
Crown Drug Co. -20.9
Curtis Publishing • 0.7
Dynalectron,, Corp. * 3.8
El-Tronics, Inc. • -25.7
Fenestra, Inc. 0.250 - 5.3
Gale Industries - 9.9
General Bronze • -17.6
General Builders • 3.1
Hartfield Stores, Inc. 13.7
Ileb. Nat. Kosher Foods. 0.120 - 12.6
Hotel Corp. of Amer. -23.1
Lionel Corp. -23.8
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. -38.2
National Co. - 9.1
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. . -14.2
Old Town Corp. -26.4
Quarters - run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
' • APPENDIX A
Table 55 
• - *
Stoqk Selections, June, 1966 High Risk
Company
Pric6 /
1966a
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.° Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
•
Price,
1967d
Great Lakes Chem. 3 3/4 $ 0.08 $ 0.07 6 1/2
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 5 5/8 0.15 0.31 5 6 5.5 7 1/2
Lehigh Valley Ind. 8 7/8 0.21 0.69 2 3 3 2.5 7 7/8
Lionel Corp. 4 3/4 0.47d 0.17 4 7 5.5b 7 1/2
Lodge & Shipley 3 0.06 0.22 1 4 2.5 2 7/8
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. : 10 1/8 8.43d 7.71d 12
Mohawk Airlines . 18 5/8 0.71 1.08 8 5 .6.5 17 1/8
National Co. 6 7/8 0.82, 0.13 11
Norfolk South. Ry. 48 0.62d 0.02 6 9 7.5 46-•
Northeast Airlines 28 5/8 1.63d 0 .22d 24
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. 3 0.01 0.07d 2 1/2
Old Town Corp. 25 1/8 0.36d 0.36d 24 3/8
Pantasote Co. 8 3/8 0.40 0.37 6 1/4
Phoenix Steel 16 1/2 0.92 2.50 3 1 1 2.0a 17 7/8
Pierce Governor 13 1/8 . 1.02 0.32d 16 1/2
Pittsburgh Ry. 24 3/4 1.60 2.12 9 2 . 2 5.5 32 1/8
Pittsburgh Steel 13 5/8 1.75 0.97 10 3/4
Publicker Industries 7 1/4 0.09d 0.47ct 8 1/2
Reading Co. 24 7/8 5. 85d 0.08 7 8 7.5 13 5/8
Salem-Brosius 4 1/2 0.56 0.32 6 3/4
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
0
Col. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 55 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ ■ § ' * . $  % %
Great Lakes Chem. 64.2
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 27.3
Lehigh Valley Ind. -14.8
Lionel Corp. • 50.5
Lodge & Shipley 0.050 - 8.7.
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. , 14.2
Mohawk Airlines 2 1/2 - 8.6
National Co. 53.8
Norfolk South. Ry. , - 6.1
Northeast Airlines • -18.4
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. -22.2 *
Old Town Corp. • -12.7
Pantasote Co. 4 -25.7
Phoenix Steel 6 11.3
Pierce Governor 0.100 0.100 0.250 78.4
Pittsburgh Ry. 0.125 0.125 0.150 0.150 29.1
Pittsburgh Steel -23.9
Publicker Industries 5 18.2
Reading Co -46.9
Salem-Brosius 42.7
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 56
Stock Selections, September, 1966 High Risk
Company
Price,
;1966a
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1967d
Dynalectron Corp. 4 1/4 $ 0.56d $ 0.05 5 8 6.5 12 5/8
El-Tronics, Inc. 1 5/8 0.08 0.02 4 1/2*3
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 8 1/8 2.60d 0.05d 9
General Alloys 5 1/2 0.20 .0.34 8 6 7.0 6 5/8
General Bronze 18 1.01 1.03 » 30
General Builders 1 7/8 0.10 0.35d 3 3/8
Great. Lakes Chem. 3 1/2 0.08 0.07 8
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 4 1/2 0.15' 0.31 6 5 5.5 11 1/4
Lehigh Valley Ind. .8 1/8 0.21 0.69 2 4 3.0 ' 7 1/2
Lionel Corp. 3 5/8 0.47d 0.17 . 4 7 5.5 8 1/2
Lodge & Shipley 2 3/8 0.06 0.22 1 3 • 3 2.0 4
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 8 8.43d 7.62d 16 3/4
National Co. 6 0.82 0.13 13 5/8
Norfolk South. Ry. 35 3/8 0.62d • 0.03 7 9 8.0 48 1/4
Northeast Airlines 23 1/4 1.63d 0 .22d 23
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. 2 1/8 0.01 0.06d • 3 5/8
Old Town Corp. 19 7/8 0.36d 0.36d 24 3/4
Pantasote Co. 7 1/4 0.40 0.37 * - 6 5/8
Phoenix Steel 15 1/2 0.92 2.50 3 1 1 2 .0a 27 5/8
Pittsburgh Ry. 22 1.60 2.12 9 2 2 5.5 47
— r < ■ I ..I- ■—  •  —  ■ "■ ■ .....
aBest combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 56 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• • $ $ $ $ % %
Dynalectron Corp. 133.8
El-Tronics, Inc. 158.7
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 6.5
General Alloys 0.100 . 16.9
General Bronze 61.6
General Builders 67.9
Great Lakes Chem. 117.3
Hotel Corp. of Amer. 152.6
Lehigh Valley Ind. -11.3
Lionel Corp. 123.1
Lodge & Shipley 0.050 60.5
Mo.-Kan.-Tex. 102.0
National Co. 118.7
Norfolk South. Ry. 33.6
Northeast Airlines - 3.9
Nuclear Corp. of Amer. 59.6
Old Town Corp. 21.1
Pantasote Co. 4 - 9. 2
Phoenix Steel 6 83.2
Pittsburgh Ry. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.250 113.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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»•' Table 57.
* ' *
Stock Selections, December, 1966 High Risk
■ Earnings Comparison •
Company
P n c 6 / 
1966d
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke Avg. 
1 2 Rank
Price,
1967d
Allegheny Airlines 14 1/2 $ 0.56 $ 0.53 • 16 1/8
Boston & Maine Corp. . 16 1.65d 2.7 Id 20 3/8
Burroughs & Son 2 7/8 0.07 0.31 3 2 2. 5a 4 1/4
C.F. & I. Steel 11 3/4 3.20 2.76 L 17 1/8
Checker Motors 13 .0.42d 0.64d 14 3/4
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. ‘ 11 7/8 0.75 2.12 6 . 1 3.5 .12 1/2
City Stores 16 1/2 0.20 0.69 4 9 * 6.5 21 1/4
Clopay Corp. 6 0.36 0.61 11 3 7.0 . 10. 5/8
Cohu Electronics 5 1/8 0.20 0.13 9 3/4
Colonial Sand 5 7/8 0.30 0.22 8 1/2
Colt Industries 17 5/8 1.24 1.43 60
Dynalectron Corp. 3 5/8 0.02 0.06 . 5 11
o
.
00 20 1/2
El-Tronics, Inc. 1 3/8 0.01 . 0.01 • 5
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 6 7/8 0.53d 0.34 . 7 7 7.0 8 1/4
General Alloys ' 4 3/8 0.20 0.36 10 5 7.5 5 5/8
General Bronze 17 0.83 1.53 9 4 6.5 29 1/2
Great Amer. Ind. 5 1/8 0.07 0.14 8 10 9 . 0b 5 1/2
Great Lakes Chem. 3 1/4 0.02 0.16 2 8 5.0 7 1/8
Hartfield Stores 7 3/4 0 .02d . 0.60 1 6 3.5 16 7/8
Kingston Products 4 3/8 0.38 0.42 7 1/4
aBest combination nRandom choice 
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for
^Deficit = 
stocks with
d UAbove month, closing 
earnings ranks. toto
<T>
Table 57 (Continued) .
Company
Dividend Record3,
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Allegheny Airlines 7.6
Boston & Maine Corp.. 23.5
Burroughs & Son 0.050 0.050 0.050 45.7
C.F.I. Steel 0.200 0.200 0.200 • 0.200 48.7
Checker Motors 9.8
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. , 1.7
City Stores . 24.8
Clopay Corp. 4 76.4
Cohu Electronics 0.150 87.3
Colonial Sand 0.075 0.075 0.075 0.075 44.7
Colt Industries 5 249.0 '
Dynalectron Corp. 440.5
El-Tronics, Inc. 238.1
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 15.0
General Alloys 0.100 24.4
General Bronze 68.7
Great Amer. Ind. . 1.9
Great Lakes Chem. 10*7.9
Hartfield Stores • 109.7
Kingston Products 0.100 0.100 62.5
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra.dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 58
Stock Selections, March, 1967 High Risk
Earnings Comparison •
Price, Growth P/E Ranke Avg. Price,
Company 1967d Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank 1 2 Rank 1968d
Servo Corp. of Amer. . 10 1/2 $ 0.12 $ 0.34 6 8 7.0 10 1/4
Tel Autograph 8 1/2 0.23 0.37 9 5 7.0 7
Teleprompter 17 1/2 0.28 0.29 26 3/4
Thompson-Starrett 3 1/2 0.04 0.15 4 6 5.0 6 5/8
United Piece.Dye 3 7/8 0.42 0.40d 12 7/8
Victoreen, Inc. 9 7/8 0.34 0.46 10 4 • 7.0 11 3/4
V.T.R., Inc. 1 7/8 0.13d 0 .12d » 8 7/8
Ward Foods . 23 7/8 0.44- 1.40 • 5 3 4.0b 39 1/8
Weiman Co., Inc. 7 1/4 0.51 0.40 5 7/8
Bohack Co., Inc. 20 5/8 1.66d 1.20d 26
Boston & Maine Corp. 15 1/4 1.65d 2. 7Id . 18 1/2
Burroughs & Son 3 3/8 0.07 0.31 . 3 1 1 2.0 4 5/8
Checker Motors 14 0.42d 0.64d . 16
Cohu Electronics 6 0.20 0.13 8 1/2
Dynalectron Corp.. 
El-Tronics, Inc.
6
2
0.02
0.01
0.09 ‘ 
0.01
2 10 6.0 16 1/2 
5 1/2
Erie-Lacka. R.R. 8 5/8 . 0.53d 0.34 ■7 7 . 7.0 8 3/8
Gale Industries 3 0.42 0.25 2
8.5
14
Great Amer. Ind. 6 3/4 0.07 0.14 8 9 5 7/8
Hartfield Stores 8 7/8 0.02d 0.60 1 2 3 1.5a 15 7/8
i_ _  _□
aBest combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing ^
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. n>
Table 58 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu. 2nd
Dividend 
Qu. 3rd
Recorda.
Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
? $ $ $ % %
Servo Corp. of Amer. - 5.9
Tel Autograph • -21.1
Teleprompter 48.5
Thcmpson-Starrett 79.4
United Piece Dye 217.2
Victoreen, Inc. 3 18.2
V.T.R., Inc. 347.0
Ward Foods 3 64.9
Weinan Co., Inc. • ‘ r 4.6
Bohack Co., Inc. • 22.7
Boston & Maine Corp. • 17.7
Burroughs & Son 0.050 0.050 32.7
Checker Motors 11.6
Cohu Electronics. • 0.150 38.2
Dynalectron Corp. 164.6
El-Tronics, Inc. 158.1
Erie-Lacka. R.R. . - 5.8
Gale Industries 344.7
Great Amer. Ind. ■ • ■ -17.0
Hartfield Stores 72.5
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 59
Stock Selections, June, 1967 High Risk
Company
Price,
1967d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1968d
Seaboard Airlines 36 5/8 $ 1.03 $ 1.78 7 9 8.0 34 3/8
Servo Corp. of Amer. 10 5/8 0.90 0.58 11 3/8
Slick Corp. 15 0.53 0.91 8 7 7.5 33
Standard Packaging 13 3/8 0.70d 0.43 4 11 7.5 19 7/8
Tel Autograph 7 3/8 0.29 0.44 9 8 8.5 6 7/8
United Piece Dye 4 3/4 0.65 0.08d 19 3/8
U.S. Nat. Gas 8 5/8 0.21d 0.24d '14 1/4
Victoreen, Inc. 12 5/8 0.49' 0.55 16
Walworth Co. 12 1/8 0.22 1.61 1 4 2.5a 13
Ward Foods 23 3/4 0.44 1.60 2 6 4.0 50 1/8
Allegheny Airlines 14 3/4 0.81 0.57 • 21 1/4
Beck Shoe Corp. 15 3/8 0.99 2.34 5 3 3
Qo
• 55
Bohack Co. 17 3.08d 1.13d . 34
Boston & Maine Corp. 14 3/8 2.14d 3.72d . 23 1/2
C.F. & I. Steel . 18 3.59 3.94' 12 1- 1 6.5 19 1/4
Checker Motors 18 3/4 0.68d 1.02d 18
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 13 3/4 1.82 2.51 10 2 2 6.0 13 1/2
Cinerama, Inc. 5 3/4 0.17d 0.27 3 10 6.5 7 7/8
City Stores 20 1/2 1.49 1.89 11 5 8.0 21 3/8
Clary Corp. 7 3/4 1.34d 0.16 6 12 9.0 29 3/8
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 59 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. . 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
Seaboard Airlines
$ $ $ $ % %
- 8.3
Servo Corp. of Amer. 3.3
Slick Corp. 0.080 0.080 0.080 0.080 117.3
Standard Packaging • 44.0
Tel. Autograph 
United Piece Dye 
U.S. Nat. Gas
-10.9
-10.7
116.8
Victoreen, Inc. 3 26.1
Walworth Co. . 3.7
V?ard Foods • 3 116.8
Allegheny Airlines 
Beck Shoe Corp. 
Bohack Co.
39.5'
249.0
93.7
Boston & Maine Corp. 58.4
C.F.I. Steel 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 8.0
Checker Motors 
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 
Cinerama, Inc.
City Stores 
Clary Corp.
0.250
- 6.8 
- 5.0 
31.0 
2.6 
266.3
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 60
Stock Selections, September, 1967 High Risk
1 il II I 1 Earnings Comparison
P/E Ranke 
1 2Company
Price,
1967<3
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
Avg• Price, 
Rank 19 6 8d
Beck Shoe Corp. 23 1/8 $ 0.99 $ 2.34 1 3 2. 0a 95 1/8
Boston & Maine Corp. 21 5/8 2.14d 3. 72d 24b
C.F. & I. Steel 20 5/8 3.59 3.94 . 19 1/4
Checker Motors 18 3/4 0.68d 1.02d 21 7/8
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. i2 3/8 1.82 2.51 3 1 1 2.0 13 3/8
Cinerama, Inc. • 8 1/4 0.17d 0.27 9 1/4
Clary Corp. . 9 3/8 1.34d 0.16 » 23
Clopay Corp. 9 3/8 0.58 0.73 4 4.5 21
Cohu Electronics 9 7/8 0.28 0.16 10 5/8
Colt Industries 54 1.73 2.08 59 1/2
Continental Materials 1 3/4 0.12 0.06 , 3 7/8
Daitch Crystal 4 5/8 0.35 0.36 6 1/8
Dynalectron Corp. 12 5/8 0.05 0.18 ‘ . 15 1/4
Gale Industries 11 1/4 0.44 O.lOd 16
General Alloys 6 5/8 0.34 0.45 ‘ 11 1/2
General Builders 3 3/8 0.35d 0.08d 10 1/4
Great Amer. Ind. 5 3/4 0.03 0.15 • * 5 7/8
Great Lakes Chem. Corp. 8 0.07 0.25 9 5/8
Lehigh Valley Ind. 7 1/2 0.69 1.22 2 2 2 . 2.0 12 7/8
Lionel Corp. 8 1/2 0.16 0.65d 7 5/8
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCoL 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 60 (Continued)
Company
Dividend Record3 
1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ $ $ $ % %
Beck Shoe Corp. 303.3
Boston & Maine Corp. 7.8
C.F. & I. Steel 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 - 5.6
Checker Motors • 13.4
Chic.. & E. 111. R.R. 4.3
Cinerama, Inc. m 7.8
Clary Corp. . » 137.7
Clopay Corp. - --- 4. 125.5
Cohu Electronics 0.150' 5.3
Colt Industries :0.200 0.200 8.8
Continental Materials- 106.8
Daitch Crystal - 25.8
Dynalectron Corp. - 3.2
Gale Industries ' • • • 34.5
General Alloys <0.050 66.8
General Builders 189.0
Great Amer. Ind. - 2.7
Great Lakes Chem. Corp. * 15.8
Lehigh Valley Ind. 65.3
Lionel Corp. ■ -14.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 61
Stock Selections, December 1967 High Risk
Earnings Comparison
Price, Growth P/E Ranke Avg. Price,
Company 1967<* Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank 1 2 Rank .196 8^
United Piece Dye 7 1/8 $ 0.39d $0.10 22b
Victoreen, Inc. , 14 0.46 0.54 15 3/8
Vocaline Co. of Amer. 10 7/8 0.23 0.28 . 13 7/8
V . T . r .  , inc. 5 7/8 0.12d 0 ,07d 26 1/4
Walworth Co. ii 1.39 0.96 • 1 12 5/8
Ward Foods 41 1/2 0.81 1.45 1 3 2.0a 52 1/8
Weiman Co., Inc. 6 0.08 0.09 • * 11 3/4
Wilson Brothers 10 3/8 0.87. 0.09d . 12
Allen Elec. & Equip. 60 1/8 0.74 1.05 45
Boston & Maine Corp. 20 3/8 2.67d 4.02d 27 7/8
Burroughs & Son 4 1/4 0.31 0.31 , 6 1/8
C.F. & I. Steel 17 1/8 3.16 1.50 20 3/4
Checker Motors 14 3/4 0.64d 0 . 4 Id 26
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 12 1/2 2.52 0.60d . 16
Cinerama, Inc. 8 7/8 0.05 . 0.21d 13 1/2
Clary Corp. 13 1/4 0.37 0.41 22 7/8
Clopay Corp. 10 5/8 0.58 0.85 3 1 2.0 19 3/4
Cohu Electronics 9 3/4 0.13 0.20‘ 9 1/2
Colt Industries 60 1.42 2.15 2 2 2.0 66 1/8
Cont. Materials 2 3/8 0.05 0.05 4
aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit =* d dAbove month, closing
■ eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col* 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 61 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
United Piece Dye
$ $ $ $ % %
198.2
Victoreen, Inc. 3 9.5
Vocaline Co. of Amer. 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.063 25.5
V.T.R., Inc. 
Walworth Co.
331.1
10.8
Ward Foods 3 27.0
Weiman Co., Inc. 88.0
Wilson Brothers • 11.6
Allen Elec. & Equip.
# . -26.6
Boston & Maine Corp. • 33.3
Burroughs & Son 0.050 38.2 •
C.F. & I. Steel 01200 .0.200 0.200 0.200 22.4
Checker Motors 71.0
Chic. & E. 111. R.R. 
Cinerama, Inc.
Clary Corp.
24.0
46.7
67.5
Clopay Corp. 4 86.9
Cohu Electronics 0.150 - 4.6
Colt Industries 
Cont. Materials
0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 10.3
58.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
ro
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APPENDIX B
Table 62
Stock Selections, March, 1958 Average Risk
Company
Price,
19 58*3
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Rank® 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Pries f
1959a
Ruberoid Co. 36 3/8 $ 2.90 $3.20 45
Safeway Stores 28 2.04 2.50 5 5 5.0 39 1/4
Scovill Co. 21 1/2 2.81 2.00 . 25 1/8
Sealright-Oswego Falls 26 7/8 2.95 3.05 42 1/4
Sharon Steel Co. 27 .1/4 6.28 3.68 , 41 1/2
Simonds Saw 54 1/4 11.47 ' 8.10 80
Sterling Alum. Prod. 13 3/4 1.51 2.25 2 1 1.5 18 1/2
Thatcher Glass 22 1/4 2.46- 3.16 . . 3 3 3.0 35 3/8
Transue ii Williams 26 4.08 2.35 34 3/8
Udylite Corp. 11 1/4 2.05 2.15 12
United Biscuit 34 1/8 3.47 4.00 29 5/8h
United Engineer. & Found. 12 3/4 1.28 2.02 1 2 1.5a• 19 1/4
United Fruit Co. 44 1/8 3.45 3.58 43 1/2
Van Raalte Co. 24 1/2 3.51 3.20 33 1/4
Vanadium Corp. 29 1/8 4.72 3.00 40 3/4
Wagner Electric Corp. 36 6.66 5.93 1 54 5/8
Western Auto 15 3/4 1.74 2.14 4 4 4.0 25 1/8
Westinghouse Air Brake 20 2.86 2.89 . 34 1/2
Wheeling Steel 35 8.20 5.32 58 1/4
Youngstown Steel 18 7/8 4.22 4.05 2 22 5/8
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit ** d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone? Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 62 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
? • $ $ $ %
Ruberoid Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 27.3
Safeway Stores 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.350 * 40.8
Scovill Co. 0.250 15.7
Sealright-Oswego Falls 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 59.5
Sharon Steel Co. 0.350 0.150 0.150 0.150 51.7
Simonds Saw 0.700 0.700 1.400 0.800 53.4
Sterling Alum. Prod. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 38.9
Thatcher Glass 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 62.4
Transue £> Williams 0.250 0.250 0.250 31.7
Udylite Corp. 0.250 • . 5.3
United Biscuit 0.400 0.400 0.300 0.300 -11.2/
United Engineer. & Found. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 55.5
United Fruit Co. 0.750 0.750 0.750 1.250 3.1
Van Raalte Co. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 41.7
Vanadium Corp. 0.500 0.250 0.250 0.250 43.7
Wagner Electric Corp. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 55.2
Western Auto 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 62.7
Westinghouse Air Brake 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 75.8
Wheeling Steel 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 71.3
Youngstown Steel 0.250 0.250 0.250 21.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
to
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Table 63
Stock Selections, June, 1958 Average Risk
Company
Price.
•1958d
Earninqs 
Prior Yr.c
Comparison
Growth 
Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
19 59d
Abbott Lab. 56 § 2.80 $ 3.30 2 6 4.0 72 3/4
Air Reduction 59 4.19 4.31 6 4 5.0b 86 3/4
Alco Products ' 16 3/4 2.11 1.51 21
Allegheny Ludlum 36 3/4 4.04 3.02 51 1/4
Allied Products 11 1/2 2.69 1.48 7 • 11 3/8
Allis-Chalmers 23 2.42 2.11 32 1/4
Alum. Co. of Amer. 68 4.24 3.55 • • 92
Amer. Chain & Cable 44 1/2 6.80 5.93 • 6 60 1/8
Amer. Laundry Mach. 24 4.28 3.99 1 40*
Amer. Metal Prod. 21 3.01 3.49 3 1 • 2 2.0 30
American Smelting 45 1/4 6.67 3.94 • 45 3/4
American Snuff 54 4.05 4.51 4 3 3.5 60 1/2
American Vicose 28 1/8 • 2.93 1.65 47 7/8
Anaconda Co. 45 1/2 12.85 4.23 65 7/8
Anchor Post Prod. . 12 1/8 2.61 ' 1.64 5 22 1/2
Atlantic Coast Line 29 1/2 2.04 2.13 5 5 5.0 62 1/2
Basic, Inc. 13 3/8 2.12 1.72 • 8 22 7/8
Bausch & Lomb 25 1/4 1.60 2.11 1 2 1.5a 32 1/8
Blaw-Knox Co. 26 3/4 4.16 3.99 4 47 3/8
Bliss & Laughlin 19 1/4 •3.51 2.97 3 28 5/8
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit — d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. t oco
VO
Table 63 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda
»
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Abbott Lab. 0.450 0.450 0.550 0.450 33.0
Air Reduction 0.625 0.625 0.625- 0.625 49.8
Alco Products 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 29.1
Allegheny Ludlum 0.500 0.500 0.500 - 0.500 42.4
Allied Products -4.6
Allis-Chalmers 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 41.1
Alum. Co. of.. Arner. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 35.4
Amer..Chain & Cable 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 40.3
Amer. Laundry Mach. • 0.350 0.450 0.650 0.400 73.3
Amer. Metal Prod. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 47.3
American Smelting 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 1.4
American Snuff 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 ' 15.3
American Vicose 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 71.0
Anaconda Co. 0.500 0.500 0.500 46.3
Anchor Post Prod. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 93.7
Atlantic Coast Line 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 117.0
Basic, Inc. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 74.4
Bausch & Lomb 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 28.5
Blaw-Knox Co. 0.300 0.350 0.350 0.350 82.4
Bliss & Laughlin 0.200 0.250 0.250 49.0
Q *
Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received. to
•c*
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Table 64
Stock Selections/ September/ 1958 Average Risk
Company
P2TXQ0 / 
1958a
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1959<3
Abbott Lab. 61 i/8 $ 1.32 $ 1.48 3 3 5 3.0 69 3/4
Air Reduction 64 3/8 2.18 1.71 86 1/2
Alco Products 17 3/4 0.23 1.30 1 Jl .2 • 1.0a 20 1/8
Allegheny Ludlum 42 1/2 2.01 0.36 60 1/4
Allis Chalmers 26 1.35 1.02 38 3/8
Aluminum Co. of Amer. 77 7/8 1.79 0.88 77 7/8
Amer. Chain & Cable 49 1/8 3.45 1.65 * • 59 3/4
Amer. Laundry Mach. 25 1/8 1.33 1.13 40
Amer. Metal Prod. 22 3/4 2.22 0.81 27- 1/4
Amer. Smelting & Ref. 43 3/8 2.14 1.07 43 3/4
American Snuff 56 1/4 2.29 2.83 2 2 . 4 2.0 60 1/4
Anaconda Co. 50 3/4 2.66 1.00 67 5/8
Anchor Post Prod. 14 5/8 0.69 0.46 ' 20b
Bangor & Aroostock R.R. 37 4.27 3.11 1 31 1/2
Bausch & Lomb 25 0.93 0.61 - 35 1/4
Blaw Knox Co. 32 7/8 2.20 1.90 3 55 3/4
Bliss & Laughlin 20 1/4 1.48 0.57 30
Borg-Warner 32 3/4 1.90 1.06 45 3/8
Bridgeport Brass 33 1.80 0.82 40 1/2
Butler Bros. 30 7/8 0.91 0.74 39
aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit ■ d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 64 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Abbott Lab. 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.550 1 15.5
Air Reduction 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 36.7
Alco Products 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 15.7
Allegheny Ludlum 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 • 45.0
Allis Chalmers 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 48.7
Aluminum Co. of Amer. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 - 0.2
Amer. Chain & Cable. 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 25.5
Amer. Laundry Mach. 0.450 0.650 0.400 0.400 66.0
American Metal Prod. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 26.4
Amer. Smelting & Ref. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 1.4
American Snuff 0.700 0. 700 0.700 0.700 10.2 *
Anaconda Co. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 35.4
Anchor Post Prod. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 42.7
Bangor & Aroostock R.R.- 0.600 0.400 0.400 .0.400 -12.6
Bausch & Lomb 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 42.7
Blaw Knox Co. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 70.8
Bliss & Laughlin. 0.250 0.250 0.400 49.3
Borg-Warner 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 42.7
Bridgeport Brass 0.375 0.375 0.375 .0.375 25.3
Butler Bros. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 29.1
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
242
APPENDIX B
Table 65
Stock Selections, December, 1958 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1958d
Earninqs Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
•
Price,
19 59d
Van Raalte 30 $ 2.34 $ 1.66 4 35 3/4
Wayne Knitting 25 7/8 1.33 1.14. 28 3/4
West. Auto Supply 23 1/2 1.51 1.40 * 32 3/4
Westinghouse Air Brake 28 1/8 2.38 1.50 29 7/8
Wheeling Steel Corp. 51 4.02 1.80 59 1/4
White (S.S.) Dental 44 3/4 1.61 4.03 1 1 1 1.0a .38
Worthington Corp. 67 1/4 4.61 3.48 • 64 1/4
Abbott Lab. 69 1/2 2.53 2.65 4 4 6 4.0 67
Alco Products, Inc. 19 0.81 0.70 9 17 5/8
Allegheny Ludlum 48 1/2 2.52 0.66 51 1/2
Allied Products 8 5/8 0.88 O.lld 10 3/8
Allis-Chalmers 27 3/4 1.76 1.62 . 3 33 7/8
Alum. Co. of Amer. 86 1/4 2.80 1.50 • 105 3/4
Amer. Broadcasting-Para. 20 5/8 0.91 ' 0.94 5 3 5 5.0 32 1/2
Amer. Chain & Cable 48 5/8 4.79 2.37 49 1/2
Amer. Metal Prod. 24 2.94 0.78 25 5/8
Amer. News Co. 33 5.60d 1.25. 2 5 8 3.5 57 1/4
American Optical 39 1/4 2.74 1.49 7 49 3/4w
Amer. Smelting & Ref. 47 1/2 2.82 1.58 50 3/8®
American Snuff 60 3.76 4.15 3 2 2 2.5 58 1/2
■ ' U  ''     * —  11 ■ — 3 ' ■" "   —  —  "
^Best combination Random choice Deficit * d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone? Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 65 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
-
$ $ $ $ % %
Van Raalte 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 • 23.5
Wayne Knitting 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 16.3
West. Auto Supply 0.300 0.300 0.300 0,350 42.4
Westinghouse Air Brake 0.300 0.300 0 .300 • 0.300 9.0
Wheeling Steel Corp. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.750 18.5
White (S.S.) Dental 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.600 -13.6
Worthington Corp. 0.625 - 4.8
Abbott Lab. 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 1.2
Alco Products, Inc. ‘ 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 5.5
Allegheny Ludlum 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 8.3 ..
Allied Products 15.8
Allis-Chalmers 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.500 23.8
Alum* Co. of Amer. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 22.4
Amer. Broadcasting-Para; 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 59.1
Amer. Chain & Cable 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 5.3
Amer. Metal Prod. 0.400 •0.400 0.400 0.400 11.3
Amer. News Co. 0.400 0,400 0.400 0.400 f 76.8
American Optical 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 tv.\ 29.9
Amer. Smelting & Ref. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 5.3
American Snuff 0.700 0.700 0.700 • . 0.900 1.9
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 66
Stock. Selections, March, 1959 Average Risk
Earnings Comparison
P/E Ranke 
1 2
•
Company
Price,
.1959^
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1960^
Mid-West Abrasive 17 1/4 $ 1.04 $ 0.77 7 10 18 3/4
Mirro Aluminum 31 1.58 1.79 5 3 4 4.0 34
Olin Mathieson 45 7/8 2.15 0.89' - 46-
Oxford Electric 7 1/8 0.23 . 0.33 1 5 8 3.0 7 1/8
Pepsi Cola Co. '30 1/2 1.37 1.47 7 4 6 5.5 38 5/8
Phelps-Dodge • 69 3.63 2.14 . 48 1/2
Pittsburgh Coke . 22 1/4 1.87 0.34 ' • * 23 5/8
Poor & Co. . 24 1/4 2.52 1.03 ■ 23 5/8
Reliable Stores 17 7/8 0.89 0.49 17 •3/8
Revere Cooper 45 1/2 2.48 0.83 49 1/2
Rexall Drug 35 3/4 1.01 1.16 4 8 11 6.0 41 5/8
Safeway Stores 39 1/4 1.75 1.80 8 6 9 7.0 38 1/2
Sangamo Electric 44 1/4 2.98 0.77 43
Simmons Co. 48 3.67 2.84 3 51 1/2
Singer Mfg. Co. 58 1/4 0.83 1.17 3 9 12 6 .0b 47 7/8
Stix Baer & Fuller 22 3/8 1.27 1.04 7 23 3/4
Stone Container 24 5/8 1.67 1.39 • 5 21 7/8
Sweets Co. 27 1/2 1.39 1.99 2 1 1 1.5^ 26 5/8
Tilo Roofing 20 7/8 1.42 1.51 6 2 2 4.0 21
Transue & Williams 34 3/8 2.11 0.18d * 33 1/2
aBest combination
^Col. 2 refers to
^  j
Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. to
Table 6 6  (Continued)
Dividend Recorda
Annual Rate
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock of Return
$ $ $ $ %
Mid-West Abrasive 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 t 9.0
Mirro Aluminum 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 11.3
Olin Mathieson 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.5
Oxford Electric • 0.090 10 6.8
Pepsi Cola Co. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 29.1
Phelps-Dodge 0.750 0.750 0.750 0.750 -26.9
Pittsburgh,.Coke 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 7.8
Poor & Co. 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.9
Reliable Stores 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.7
Revere Copper 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 9.3
Rexall Drug 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 2 18.8
Safeway Stores - 0.400 0.350 0.350 • - 1.4
Sangamo Electric 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.450 - 1.2
Simmons Co. 0.600 0.600 0.600 1.200 11.6
Singer Mfg. Co. 0.550 0.550 0.550 0.550 -15.4
Stix Baer &'Fuller 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 8.6
Stone Container 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 3 1/2 - 7.2
Sweets Co. 0.250 0.750 - 1.3
Tilo Roofing 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.500 4.3
Transue & Williams 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 1.9
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the qu<
received.
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Table 67
Stock Selections, July, 1959 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1959d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1960d
Owens-Corning 90 1/2 $ 1.36 $ 1.67 5 11 11 8.0 108 1/2
Oxford Electric ' 7 3/4 0.36 0.3.7 11 9 9 10.0 5
Pacific Cement 20 1/4. 0.96 1.66 1 2 . 2 1.5a 15 3/8
Pepsi-Cola Co. 28 3/8 1.54 1.88 7 6 6 6.5 44 3/4
Phillip Morris 60 3/8 4.50 4.90 3 3 3 3.0 69 1/2
Pittsburgh Coke 25 1/8 1.98 0.75 20.5/8
Poor & Co. 27 2.73 1.48 ’20 1/8
Prophet Co. 14 3/8 1.12 0.79 30 3/8
Providence Gas 11 0.50 0.60 8 8 8 8.0 11* 1/4
Puget Sound Pulp 23 1/4 1.30 1.27 • 24
Raybestos-Manhatten 68 5.47 3.02 62
Reliable Stores 19 1/8 1.35 . 1.18 17
Rexall Drug & Chem. 49 5/8 1.45 1.83 ' 4 10 10 .7.0 52
Riegel Paper 37 2.19 2.29 10 7 7 8.5• 33 3/4
Rio Grande Val. Gas 4 5/8 0.24 0.34 2 4 4 3.0b 3 3/4
Royal Crown Cola 19 7/8 1.19 1.19 12 8 8 10.0 19 1/2
Safeway Stores, Inc. 36 3/4 2.43 2.60 9 5 5 7.0 36 3/4
St. Regis Paper 49 3/4 2.52 2.42 37 3/4
Seaboard Air Line R.R. 37 3/8 3.85 3.11 35 5/8
Seabright-Oswego Falls 41 1/2 3.05 3.74 6 1 1 3.5 34 3/4
aBest combination ^Random choice -cDeficit - d dAbove month, closing
e to
Col. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 67 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$. $ $ $ % %
Owens-Coming 0.200 0.250 0.250 0.250 18.8
Oxford Electric 0.090 0.090 0.090 0.090 10 -31.4
Pacific Cement 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -22.0
Pepsi-Cola Co. • 0.300 0.350 0.350 •0.350 59.8
Phillip Morris 0.750 0.900 0.900 0.900 19.9
Pittsburgh Coke 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -16.6
Poor & Co. 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 -22.9
Prophet Co. 0.300 0.400 0.150 0.150 2 122.1
Providence Gas . 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 3.7
Puget Sound Pulp 0.200 0.300 0.200 0.250 4.3
Raybestos-Manhatten 0.850 0.850 0.850 0.850 - 5.4
Reliable Stores 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 - 7.8
Rexall Drug & Chem. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 3 7.3
Riegel Paper 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 - 7.9
Rio Grande Val. Gas. 0.040 0.040 0.040 0.040 -20.3
Royal Crown Cola 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 5 4.2
Safeway Stores, Inc. 0.200 0.350 0.350 0.350 1.1
St. Regis Paper 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 . -23.3
Seaboard Air Line R.R. 0.500 0.500 0.500 .0.500 - 5.3
Sealright-Oswego Falls 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -14.8
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 6 8
Stock Selections, October, 1959 Average Risk
Company
Price,
19 59d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
General Cable 38 3/4 $ 1.06 $ 1.27 37 1/2
General Cigar 32 1/2 0.97 0.98 31 7/8b
Gladding, McBean & Co. 22 1/2 0.34 0.84 7 6 . 7 6.5 17 3/4
Globe-Union 22 1/2 0.53 1.01 8 5 6 6.5 23 1/2
Grace (W.R.) & Co. ‘46 1/4 0.84 1.46 34 1/4
Grand Rapids Varnish 10 3/4 0.20 0.51 6 4 5. 5.0 9 1/2
Grocery Store Products - .22 3/8 0.07 0.79 1 7 8 4.0 26 1/2
Helme (Geo. W.) Co. 32
1/2
1.14... 1.24 .. 31 1/3
Hewitt-Robins, Inc. 34 1.05 0.58 • 21-*1/2
I.T.E. Circuit Breaker 41 3/8 .1.50 0.68 20 1/2
Interlake Iron 29 1/4 0.56 2.49 4 1 . 1 2.5 23 1/4
Int. Tel. & Tel. 33 1/2 0.86 0.93 37 1/2
Island Creek Coal 34 3/4 • 0. 82 1.00 22
Jones & Laughlin 77 3/8 0.64 5.31 2 3 3 2.5a 55 5/8
Knott Hotels 20 3/4 1.78 1.39 •' 4 21 3/4
Koppers Co., Inc. 39 5/8 0.80 1.00 36 7/8
Lamson & Sessions 28 1/4 0.51 2.19 5 2 2 3.5 . 16 1/4
Lerner Stores 21 3/4 0.13d . 0.65 3 8 9 5.5 23 1/4
Liggett & Myers 89 7/8 3.35 3.67 82
Lukens Steel 84 1/2 3.21 3.22 58 1/2
    1 1 ■ 1 " < ■■ 1 ■■■' ■   ■-  -  - ■ ■■■■ ■■
aBest combination “Random Choice cDeficit » d “Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. to
Table 6 8 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3- 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ ’$ $ $ % %
General Cable 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 - 0.5
General Cigar 0,.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 - 1.6
Gladding, McBean & Co. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -19.6
Globe-Union 0.500 0.250 0.250 -.0.250 7.0
Grace (VI.R.) & Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 2 r23.1
Grand Rapids Varnish 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 . -11.3
Grocery Stord Products 0.300 0.250 0.250 0.250 20.3
Heine (Geo. W.) Co. 0.550 0.400 0.400 0.400 1.2
Hewitt-Robins, Inc. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -36.8
I.T.E. Circuit Breaker 0.450 0. 450 0.250 0.150 -49.5
Interlake Iron 0.350 0.400 0.400 0.400 -17.7
Int. Tel. & Tel. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 • 12.6
Island Creek Coal 0.500 0.375 -36.5
Jones & Laughlin 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 -26.7
Knott Hotels 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 2 8.8
Koppers Co., Inc. 0.400 0.400 0.500 0.500 . - 4.8
Lamson & Sessions 0.350 0.350 0.250 0.250 -40.8
Lerner Stores 0.300 0.300 0.350 0.350 10.0
Liggett & Myers 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 - 5.0
Lukens Steel 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.500 -30.9
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 69
Stock Selections, February, 1960 Average Risk
Company
Price,
;1960d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
19 6 Id
Mid-West Abrasive 19 1/4 $ 1.97 $ 1.97 1 12 1/2
Mirro Aluminum 35 5/8 1.71 1.41 27 1/2
Mueller Brass 28 1.44 2.18 7 2 • 4 4.5 20 3/4
New York Air Brake 30 0.64 2.33 2 3 5 2.5a 27 5/8
Olin Mathieson '45 3/4 0.89 2.01 6 9 13 7.5 41
Pennsalt Chem. 27 1/2 0.74 0.98 34 1/8
Pepsi-Cola Co. . 34 1/2 1.47 1.73 . 12 50 1/4
Phillip Morris 62 3.46- 3.78 10 83 1/2
Pittsburgh Coke 23 3/4 0.34 1.46 1 7 9 4.0 20 *7/8
Poor & Company 24 3/8 1.03 1.94 * 2 20 3/4
Prophet Co. 17 1/8 0.42 1.35 4 1 • 3 2.5 23
Puget Sound Pulp 27 3/4 0.83 1.30 22 7/8
Raybes tos-Manhatten 65 3/4 1.66 4.45 5 4 6 4.5 65
Reichhold Chemicals 24 3/4 0.85 0.72 20 3/4
Revere Copper & Brass 49 0.83 2.88 3 8 11 5.5 .39 1/2
Rexall Drug & Chem.. 43 1/8 1.16 1.60 46b
P.iegel Paper Corp. 39 3/8 1.57 1.88 28 3/4
Royal Crown Cola 20 3/8 0.99 1.34 9 5 7 7.0 19 1/8
Rubberoid Co. 40 1/8 1.80 . 2.55 . 8 6 - 8 7.0 41 5/8
Safeway Stores 81 . 1.80 1.90 39 7/8
aBest c o m b i n a t i o n ^ R a n d o m  choice cDeficit = d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 69 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
§ V$ $ $ % %
Mid-West Abrasive 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 -34.6
Mirro Aluminum 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -21.6
Mueller Brass 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -23.5
New York Air Brake 0.400 0.400 0.400 • 0.400 - 5.3
Olin Mathieson 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 9.8
Pennsalt Chem. 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.250 23.8
Pepsi-Cola Co. . 0.350 0.350 0.350 0,350 47.7
Phillip Morris 0.900 0.900 0.900 0.900 39.2
Pittsburgh Coke • 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -10.5
Poor & Company 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 -11.3
Prophet Co. 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 2 37.3
Puget Sound Pulp 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -16.5
Raybestos-Manhatten 0.850 0.850 0.850 0.850 2.6
Reichhold Chemicals 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 -16.2
Revere Copper & Brass 0.500 0.500 0.500 -18.2
Rexall Drug & Chem. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 3 9.0
Riegel Paper Corp. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -26.2
Royal Crown Cola 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 - 5.0
Rubberoid Co. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 6.3
Safeway Stores 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.375 -50.6
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 70
Stock Selections, May, 1960 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1960d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1961d
Tilo Roofing Co. 19 5/8 $ 1.97 $ 1.98 7 18 1/2
Transue & Williams 30 0.93 3.18 1 4 5 2.5 27 1/2
Twent. Century-Fox 34 3/4 3.31 1.78 • 52 1/4
Union Bag-Camp Paper 35 3/8 2.13 2.57 35 1/2
U.S. Pipe & Foundry 22 1/2 1.94 2.94 7 3 3 5.0 25 1/4
Universal-Cyclops 34 3/8 2.04 5.24 2 1 1 1.5a 38 7/8
Wagner Electric 34 2.06 3.22 6 7 9 6.5 25 1/8
Washington Gas Light 46 3/8 3.37. 3.50 67
Western Auto Supply 34 1/8 2.24 2.92 8 8 10 8.0 41 1/2
Western Maryland Ry. 27 1/2 3.31 3.12 34 7/8
Westinghouse Air Brake 26 5/8 2.10 2.71 9 5 . 6 7.0 * 26 1/2
Westinghouse Electric 53 3/8 2.13 : 2.43 40 1/8
Wheeling Steel 48 1/8 • 3.69 2.53 49 3/4
White Dental 40 1/2 5.12 3.80 51 3/4
Adams-Millis 23 1/8 0.91 2.22 4 6 8 5.0 39 3/4
Air Reduction 73 3.44 3.79 71
Alco Products 17 2.32 1.88 4 16 5/8b
Allegheny Ludlum 38 3/4 1.52 2.92 5 9 11 7.0 44 1/2
Allen Industries 17 3/4 1.03 2.55 3 2 2 2.5 18 3/4
Aluminum Co. of Amer. 87 3/4 1.96 2.52 . 71 3/4
aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit = d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
t o
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Table 70 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
§ $ S * % %
Tilo Roofing Co. 0.350 0.350 0.250 0.200 - 2.7
Transue & Williams 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 7.6
Twent. Century OFox 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 53.1
Union Bag-Camp Paper . 0.300 0.300 0.600 0.300 2.4
U.S. Pipe & Foundry 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 14.6
Universal-Cyclops 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 3 18.0
Wagner Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -24.9
Washington Gas Light 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 48.3
Western Auto Supply 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 24.4
Western Maryland Ry. 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 31.1
Westinghouse Air Brake 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 1.7 •
Westinghouse Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 • -24.6
Wheeling Steel 0.750 0.750 0.750 6.3
White Dental 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 2 33.0
Adorns-Millis 0.180 0.180 0.180 0.180 71.3
Air Reduction 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.0
Alco Products 0.250 0.150 0.100 0.100 - 1.9
Allegheny Ludlum 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 17.7
Allen Industries 0.300 0.300 0.300 7.5
Aluminum Co. of Amer. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -18.2
aQuarters runs from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received
to
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Table 71
Stock Selections, August, 1960 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1960d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Rank® 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
19Sld
Transue.& Williams 27 $ 2.23 $ 1.84 25 1/4
Union Bag Camp Paper 33 1/2 1.30 1.31. 36 1/8
United Greenfield 17 0.95 1.10' 5 1 3 3.0 16 1/2
U.S. Pipe & Foundry 24 1.31 0.72 23 3/8b
Universal Match 64 7/8 0.54 0.65 3 7 5.0 38 7/8«
Wagner Electric . 32 1.82 1.23 24 3/4
Warren (s.D.) Co. 34 1/2 1.18 1.33 6 4 5.0 46
Western Auto Supply 35 5/8 1.28. 1.21 45 5/8
Western Maryland Ry. 30 1/2 2.48 1.54 30 7/8
Westinghouse Electric 5'6 0.91 1.14 2 6 6.0 43 3/4
Wheeling Steel Corp. 49 1/2 5.24 3.47 2 49 3/4
White Dental 44 1.55 1.85 4 3 3.5 48
Woodward Iron Co. . 13 5/8 1.13 1.01 1 30 1/4
Worthington Corp. 48 2.10 2.17 7 2 4 4.5 60 3/4
Adams-Millis 31 7/8 0.58 0.62 30 1/4
Air Reduction Co. 70 1/4 2.01 2.03 74 5/8
Allegheny Ludlum 38 1/2 3.20 1.43 46 1/8
Allen Industries 17 1/4 1.37 1.10 19 3/8
American Airlines 19 3/8 1.05 0.40 24 1/2
American Broadcasting 37 5/8 0.90 1.35 1 5 3.0a 46 7/8
aBest combination Random choice cDeficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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'Table 71 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
- $ $ $ % %
Transue & Williams 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -*5.7
Union Bag Camp Paper 0.300 0.600 0.300 0.300 9.9
United Greenfield 0.275 0.275 0.275 0.275 0.0
U.S. Pipe & Foundry 0.300 0.300 - 0.300 . 0.300 - 0.2
Universal Match 0.125 0.150 , 0.150 0.150 -40.5
Wagner Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -21.1
Warren (S.D.) Co. 0.225 0.225 0.225 0.225 33.6
Western Auto Supply 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 29.9
Western Maryland Ry. • 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 4.8
Westinghouse Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -21.5
Wheeling Steel Corp. 0.750 0.750 0.750 0.750 4.7
White Dental 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 2 13.7
Woodward Iron Co. 0.400 0. 400 0.400 0.400 134,1
Worthington Corp. 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 29.9
Adams-Millis 0.180 0.180 0.180 0.180 -•4.8
Air Reduction Co. 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 45.3
Allegheny Ludlum 0.500 0,500 0.500 0.500 23.0
Allen Industries 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 16.2
American Airlines 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 28.8
American Broadcasting 0.250 0.250 0.250 . 0.250 25.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 72
Stock Selections, November, i960 Average Risk
Company
Price, 
.1960d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price1 
.1961^
Sangamo Electric 14 3/8 $ 0.91 $ 0.57 18 1/4
Shattuck Co. 20 3/4 0.27 . 0.32 4 5 4.5 20
Simmons Co. • 40 1/2 2.08 1.82 . 3 49 1/2
Simplicity Pattern 41 1.11 1.20 6 3 4.5 51 5/8
Singer Co. ‘53 1/2 1.76 1.90 7 1 4.0 120 1/4
Spiegel, Inc. 36 7/8 1.40 1.31 35 3/8
Sterling Brewers 15 0.58 0.51 . • 18
Stone Container 20 1.2S 1.18 2 24 l/4b
Sweets Co. 42 0.96 1.10 5 4 4.5 52‘
Texas Instruments 165 1/4 1.62 2.00 2 7 4.5 99 1/2
Transue & Williams 23 1/4 2.23 1.84 . 1 24 1/2
Twent. Century-Fox 36 1/2 0.76 1.10 1 2 1.5a 34
United Aircraft 37 1/2 • 2.36 1.46 • 44 7/8
Universal Cyclops 28 1/8 3.16 1.66 34 7/8
Universal Match 49 1/8 0.54 0.65 3 6 4.5 28 1/4
Westinghouse Air Brake . 21 5/8 1.11 0.95 24 5/8
White Stores, Inc. 19 3/8 1.32 1.07 26 3/4
Alpha Portland Cement 23 5/8 1.40 1.00 27 3/8
Alum. Co. of Amer. 65 1/2 1.32 0.96 57
Amer. Hardware 23 1/8 1.34 0.98 33 1/4
" "  ' 11 ■ ■ , , ,   . , .1 —  , , ■■ |
aBest combination Random choice Deficit - d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. oi
Table 7 2  (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
*
$ $ $ $ % %
Sangamo Electric 0.190 0.190 0.190 0.190 28.8
Shattuck Co. 0.200 . 0.100 0.100 0.100 1 - 3.2
Simmons Co. 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 26.7
Simplicity Pattern 0.300 0.300 0.300 • 0.300 27.0
Singer Co. 0.650 0.650 0.650 0.650 129.0
Spiegel, Inc. 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 - 2.3
Sterling Brewers 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 23.5
Stone Container 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 - 22.1
Sweets Co. •0.250 0.750 0.250 0.250 25.5
Texas Instruments • • -39.6
Transue & Williams 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 6.8
Twent. Century-Fox 0.400 0.400 0.400 2 - 4.1
United Aircraft 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 23.3
Universal Cyclops 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 3 29.9
Universal Match 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 -42.7
Westinghouse Air Brake 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 15.0
White Stores, Inc. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 39.8
Alpha Portland Cement 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 19.6
Alum. Co. of Amer. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -12.4
Amer. Hardware 0.300 0.300 0.500 0.300 1 47.3
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 73
Stock.Selections, April, 1961 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1961**
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1962d
Hussir.ann Refrig. 19 1/2 $ 2.15 $ 1.70 2 19 3/4
Indiana General 41 1.38 1.26 42 5/8
Interlake Iron ' 25 5/8 3.25 1.85’ 27 1/2
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 59 5/8 1.80 1.96 3 6 4.5 52 7/8
Jones & Laughlin 67 1/4 3.58 4.04 2 5 3.5 66 7/8
Katz Drug Co. • 31 1/2 2.38 1.96 22 1/4
Kendall Co. 34 1/2 2.47 2.44 • 37 3/8
Liggett & Myers 89 5/8 7.28.. 6.96 98
Lone Star Cement 24 7/8 1.83 1.51 22 •3/8
Maremont Automotive 16 3/8 1.76 2.25 1 1 1 1.0a 24 3/4
McQuay-Norris 19 1/4 2.43 1.58 , 21
Mead Corp. 39 1/2 2.64 2.58 46 3/4
Melville Shoe 32 7/8 • 2.00 1.92 32
Mesta Machine 55 1/4 5.21 . 2.85 49 l/4b
Mirro Aluminum 27 3/4 1.78 1.79 6 4 5.0 25
Mo. Public Service 23 3/8 1.02 1.01 \ 24 1/4
Montana-Dak. Util. 37 5/8 2.08 2.02 36 1/2
Munsingwear 23 3/4 2.01 2.06 4 2 3 3.5 27 3/4
Murphy Co. 50 1/2 4.44 3.46 55 3/4
National Acme 52 1/4 3.47 3.55 5 3 4.0 57
aBest c o m b i n a t i o n ^ R a n d o m  c h o i c e cDeficit = d . dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. 259
Table 73 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Hussmann Refrig. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 3.6
Indiana General 0.150' 0.150 0.150 0.200 3.6
Interlake Iron 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 10.8
Internat. Tel, & Tel, 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -10.7
Jones & Laughlin 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 . 1.9
Katz Drug Co. 0.250 0.250 2 -35.3
Kendall Co. ■ . ' 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 10.8
Liggett & Myers 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 14.2
Lone Star Cement 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 8.8
Maremont Automotive 0.150 o . i £ d 0.350 0.200 • 52.8
McQuay-Norris 0.250 0.250 0.300 0.250 11.3
Mead Corp. 0.425 0.425 0.425 0.425 20.3
Melville Shoe 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.0
Mesta Machine 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 - 7.9
Mirro Aluminum 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 . - 8.1
•Mo. Public Service 0.180 0.180 0.180 0.180 5 9.0
Montana-Dak. Util. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.350 - 1.9
Munsingwear 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 18.2
Murphy Co. 0.550 0.550 0.550 • 0.650 12.9
National Acme 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 11.3
Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 74
Stock Selections, July, 1961 Average Risk
, ill................................. - -- ■■ ■■ ■■■. ■ ■ _■ 1
Company
Price,
1961<*
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1962<2
Sealright-Oswego Falls 38 1/2 $ 3.25 $ 2.23 41b
Shattuck Co. 21 0.94 0.95 13 1/4
Simmons Co. 47 5.38 3.35 . 44
Singer Co. 98 4.12 4.44 6 6 6.0 9 2 1/2
South Jersey Gas 41 1/2 1.30 1.45 3 7 5.0 32
Southern Railroad 52 3/4 4.65 4.31 2 47 1/4
Spiegel, Inc. 44 1/4 3.82 4.00 7 1 1 . 3.5 *23 3/8
Sterling Brewers 19 7/8 1.57 1.41 16 1/2
S tewart-Warner 28 3/4 2.40 1.86 26-3/4
Suburb. Propane Gas 2*8 1/4 1.40 1.68 2 4 3.0 24 7/8
Tenn. Gas Trans. 22 5/8 1.28 1.35 6 3 3 4.5 20 1/2
Texas East. Trans. 17 3/4 0.74 1.04 1 5 3.0a 16 1/4
Texas Gas Trans. 34 2.33 2.59 ' 4 2 3 3.0 36 3/8
Texas Instruments 160 3/4 3.59 3.91 5 8 6.5 62 1/8
Union Bag-Camp.. 36 1/2 2.54 2.39 , . 33 1/4
Union Stock Yards 26 5/8 1.79 1.70 20 7/8
United Air Lines 44 3/4 3.50 2.65 • 23 1/2
United Aircraft 45 3/8 4.26 ■ 1.95 43
Universal Cyclops 38 3/4 5.24 2.25 24 1/4
Universal Match 39 3/4 1.19 1.20 14 1/2
•aBest combination bRandOm choice cDeficit ® d dAbove month, closing
®Col. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col, 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
261
Table 74 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• • .
$ $ $ $ % %
Sealright-Oswego Falls 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 12.1
Shattuck Co. 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.200 -37.1
Simmons Co. 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 - 3.0
Singer Co. 0.650 0.650 0.650 ...0,650. - 4.4
South Jersey Gas 0.275 0.275 0.300 0.300 -22.0
Southern Railroad 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 - 7.0
Spiegel, Inc. 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 -45.7
Sterling Brewers 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -14.8
Stewart-Warner 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -•4.6
Suburb. Propane Gas 0.280 0.280 0.310 0.310 -10.3
Tenn. Gas Trans. 0.280 0.280 0.280 0.280 - 7.2
Texas East. Trans. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 - 7.0
Texas Gas. Trans. 0.375 0.375 0.400 0.400 9.2
Texas Instruments 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -61.9
Union Bag-Camp. 0.300 0.600 0.375 0.375 - 6.6
Union Stock Yards 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -19.0
United Airlines 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 6 -44.9
United Aircraft 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 - 2.8
Universal Cyclops 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 3 -34.5
Universal Match 0.150 0.100 2 -63.5
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table .75
Stock Selections, October, 1961 Average Risk
Company
Price,
19 61d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Rank® 
1 2
Avg..
Rank
Price,
1962d
Jones & Laughlin 65 3/8 $ 3.58 $ 4.04 7 7 7.0 41 1/2
KLM Royal Dutch 17 1/8 2.66 1.87- 3 13 1/4
Kaiser Alum. 36 3/8 1.17 1.20 . 29 3/8
Katz Drug 29 1/2 2.38 1.96 14 1/8
Kendall Co.
• •
37 1/2 2.47 2.44 25 1/2
Knott Hotels Corp. 25 2.52 3.14 5 1 1 3.0 17 3/4
Koppers Co., Inc. 43 5/8 2.28 3.06 3 6 ‘4.5 37
Liggett & Myers 96 1/8 7.28. 6.96 68 1/4
Lone Star Cement 24 1/2 1.83 1.51 17 *1/4
Magnavox Co. 34 7/8 0.66 0.92 1 8 4.5 31 7/8
Maine Pub. Serv. 19 7/8 1.14 1.13 20 1/2
Manhatten Shirt 22 3/4 1.74 1.95 8 4 • 6.0 20 7/8
Manning, Maxwell, & Mopre 25 3/4 • 1.84 2.09 6 5 5.5b 21 3/8
Maremont Corp. 19 1/2 1.75 • 2.25 4 2 2 3.0 28 3/4
McCall Corp. 28 1.25 1.33 17 3/4
McNeil Machine 36 1/2 2.84 3.88 2 3 4 2.5a 22 7/8
McQuay-Norris 19 3/8 2.43 1.58 • 20
Mead Corp. 46 5/8 2.64 2.58 37 1/4
Melville Shoe 32 2.00 1.92 * 27 5/8
Mesta Machine 48 3/4 5.21 2.85 32
' ' * ' ' 1    1,11 L  • ........ . .... ■ ■ I II | ■■■■■■■■—   I , ■■ ■■■■ I
aBest combination Random choice Deficit ■ d Above month, closing
eCol* 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
263
Table 75 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
* s
Jones & Laughlin 
KLM Royal Dutch
0.880 0.880 0.880 0.880 -33.2
-25.2
Kaiser Alum, 0.225 0.225 0.225 0.225 -19.0
Katz Drug. 0.250 0.250 0.250 , 2 -35.4
Kendall Co. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -30.9
Knott RoteIs Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 2 -27.0
Koppers Co., Inc. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 -12.6
Liggett & Myers 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 ■ -25.7
Lone Star Cement 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -28.1
Magnavox Co. 0.125 0.125 0.175 - 9.4
Maine Pub. Serv. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 5.3
Manhatten Shirt 0.175 0.175 0.175 0.175 3 - 5.1
Manning, Maxwell, & Moore 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -14.4
Maremont Corp. 0.150 0.250 0.250 0.250 49.0
McCall Corp. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 3 -34.3
McNeil Machine 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -36.8
McQuay-Norris 0.300 0.250 0.250 0.250 5.9
Mead Corp. 0.425 0.425 0.425 0.425 -18.6
Melville Shoe 0.400 0.400 0.400 . 0.400 -11.1
Mesta Machine 0.625 0.625 0.500 0.500 -31.8
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
to
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Table 76
Stock Selections, January, 1962 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1962d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1963d
Gen. Fireproof. 39 $ 1.66 $ 0.69 29 1/8
Georgia-Pacific 57 7/8 2.10 1.75 47 1/4
Granite City Steel 48 3/4 2.2 0 1.50 27 3/4
Greyhound Corp. 24 7/8 1.34 .1.28 31 7/8
Ilarsco Corp. 35 1.91 1.73 % 32 1/4
Haveg Industries 33 1/2 0.67 0.56 19 3/8
Helme Co. 43 1.68 1.71 6 3 3 4.5 35 1/2
Hewlett-Packard 37 0.34 0.38 3 6 6 4.5 24 1/8
Hussmann Refrig. 1.7 1/2 1.10 0.87 16 1/8
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 58 1/8 1.35 1.48 4 5 5 4.5 42 1/4
Jones & Laughlin 73 3/4 3.63 2.65 47 5/8
Kaiser Alum. 32 3/4 0.93 0.82 35 3/8
Kendall Co. 47 3/4 1.58 1.41 30 1/8
Knott Hotels Corp. 24 1.45 • 1.18 17 1/4
Liggett & Myers 109 5.20 4.76 66 3/8
Lone Star Cement 23 1.08 1.12 5 2 2 3. 5b 18 1/8
Manhatten Shirt 29 3/4 1.03 1.17 2 4 4 3.0 22
Manning, Maxwell, & Moore 24 1.89 1.28 21 1/2
Maremont Corp. 24 1/8 1.61 1.85 1 1 1 1.0a 31 1/8
McNeil Machine 32 3/4 2.76 1.66 23 5/8
aBest combination Random choice cDeficit =* d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings r«uiks.
Table 76 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
* $ $ $ $ 4 *
Gen. Fireproof. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -23.9
Georgia-Pacific 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 9 ‘ -10.9
Granite City Steel 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -42.1
Greyhound Corp. 0.275 0.275 0.275 . 0.275 5 36.3
Harsco Corp. 0.350 0.350 0.350 ' 0.350 3 - 3.5
Ilaveg Industries 0.450 -42.5
Helme Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.600 • -15.0
Hewlett-Packard -36.0
Hussmann Refrig. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 5.3
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -27.0
Jones & Laughling 0.625 0.625 0.625y 0.625 -33.6 •
Kaiser Alum. 0.225 0.225 0.225 0.225 . 8.0
Kendall Co. 0.300 .0.300 0.300 0.300 -36.3
Knott Hotels Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -26.6
Liggett & Myers 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 -36.5
Lone Star Cement 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 —19.6
Manhatten Shirt 0.175 0.175 0.175 0.175 -26.0
Manning, Maxwell, & Moore 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 - 7.5
Maremont Corp. 0.200 0.200 0.250 0.250 30.1
McNeil Machine 0.250 0.250 0.250 • 0.250 -27.3
Quarters run from purchase
received.
date. ' Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
t o
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Table 77
Stock Selections, April, 1962 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1962d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1963<*
Fed. Paper Board 40 5/8 $ 2.79 $ 2.31 39 3/8
Flintkote Co. 23 1/2 2.01 1.72- 5 19 3/4
Ford Motor 93 7/8 7.79 7.44 2 46 3/8
Foremost Dairies 12 7/8 0.93 0.60 9 5/8
Fran Corp. 38 2.13 2.48 4 3 3.5 32 1/2
Friden, Inc. 45 1.61 1.49 28 7/8
Fuller Co. 37 1.87 3.25 1 1 1 1.0a 31 7/8
Gamble Skogmo 34 1.50 1.62 7 5 6.5b 35 1/4
General Cable 40 1/8 2.56 2.58 43 7/8
General Cigar 44 1/4 • 1.86 2.02 6 7 6.5 30 1/2
Gen. Fireproof. 33 3/4 2.20 2.01 28 3/8
Granite City Steel 41 1/2 2.59 2.08 29 3/8
Harsco Corp. 36 1/2 • 2.40 2.50 9 2 5.5 32
Haveg Industries 28 3/4 0.83 0.86 25 3/4
Helme Co. 42 1/8 2.31 2.42 8 5 6.5 36 3/8
Hewitt-Robins 26 1/2 1.36 1.71 2 4 3.0 21
Hussmann Refrig. 19 3/4 1.70 1.46 ■ 3 17
Indiana Gen. 42 5/8 1.26 1.56 3 9 6.0 29
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 52 7/8 1.95 2.16 5 8 6.5 44 3/8
Jones & Laughlin 66 7/8 4.04 3.90 53 1/8. , . . .  .. n
aBest combination Random choice Deficit « d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 77 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• . $ '$ $ $ % %
Fed. Paper Board 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 - 0.1
Flintkote Co. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 • -15.1
Ford Motor 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 -50.0
Foremost Dairies 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 -24.6
Fram Corp. 0.275 0.275 0.300 0.300 -13.7
Friden, Inc. 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 2 -35.5
Fuller Co. 0.450 0.600 0.450 0.450 -10.7
Gamble Skogmo 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.600 5.8
General Cable . 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 11.8
General Cigar 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -30.2
General Fireproof. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -14.8 ‘
Granite City Steel 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -27.8
Harsco Corp. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 3 - 8.3
Haveg Industries m 0.450 -11.1
Helme Co. 0.400 0.400 0.630 0.400 -11.3
Hewitt-Robins 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -19.7
Hussmann Refrig. 0.250 0. 250 0.250 0.250 -11.7
Indiana Gen. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 -31.7
Internet. Tel. & Tel. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -16.1
Jones &'Laughlin 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 -18.2
Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter 
received.
t
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Table 78
Stock Selections, July, 1962 Average Risk
Company
Price, 
19 62<*
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1963^
Katz Drug 18 7/8 $ 1.96 $ 1.49 12
Kendall Co. 29 2.44 2.37 38
Knott Hotels Corp. 17 3/8 3.14 1.46 16 5/8
Koppers Co. 34 7/8 3.06 2.. 6 7 40 3/4
Liggett & Myers 79 6.96 6.47 • 74 1/8
Lone Star Cement. 19 3/8 1.51 1.66 3 4 3.5 . 19 7/8
Main Pub. Serv. 19 3/4 1.13 1.32 2 5 3.5 21 1/8
Manning, Max., & Moore 22 1/4 2.09 1.77 23 1/2
Maremont Corp. 23 3/4 2.25 2.63 1 1 1 1.0a 27'1/2
McCall Corp. 17 1.42 1.23 28b
McNeil Machine 22 5/8 3.88 2.21 2 27
McQuay-Norris 18 3/8 1.58 1.59 21 5/8
Mead Corp. 34 3/8 2.64 2.20 44 1/2
Melville Shoe 27 5/8 1.92 1.74 22 7/8
Mesta Machine 34 1/4 2.85 2.72 32
Mirro Aluminum 20 1/4 1.79 1.92 5 2 3 3.5 25 3/4
Mo. Public Service 20 1.01 0.99 4 6 5.0 25
Montana-Dak. Util. 34 1/8 2.02 2.10 38 3/8
Munsingwear 23 2.06 2.10 6 3 4 4.5 28
National Acme 45 3.55 2.83 65 1/8
.............  ' ............... .................................—  .Ml ■ . ■ , ,   ~      —   ^  '■ — .......  ■ " .............  ■
.. aBest combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
Col. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 78 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Katz Drug - • • -38.4
Kendall Co. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 32.0
Knott Hotels Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 1.6
Koppers Co. 0.500 0.500 0.500 • 0.500 20.4
Liggett & Myers 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 - 0.9
Lone Star Cement 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 4.8
Maine Pub. Serv. 0.250 0.260 0.260 0.260 8.8
Manning, Maxwell, & Moore 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 9.0
Maremont Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 17.3
McCall Corp. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 3 67.9
McNeil Machine 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 3 24.4
McQuay-Norris 0.250 0.250 0.400 0.250 • 20.7
Mead Corp. 0.425 0.425 0.425 0.425 32. 4
Melville Shoe 0.325 0.325 0.325 0.325 -15.1
Mesta Machine 0.500 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 4.1
Mirro Aluminum 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 30.2
Mo. Public Service 0.180 0.180 0.180 0.180 1 26.9
Montana-Dak. Util. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 14.2
Munsingwear 0.275 0.275 0.275 0.275 23.8
National Acme 0.500 1.750 0.500 0.500 51.0
& •Quarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter 
received.
to
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Table 79
•
Stock Selections, October, 1962 Average Risk
Avg.
RankCompany
Price,
1962d
Earninqs Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Price,
1963d
Shattuck Co. 12 1/4 $ 0.95 $ 0.80 13 1/8
Simmons Co. 32 1/8 3.35 3.01 42 1/2
Simonds Saw 25 3/4 2.18 2.13 1 27
Simplicity Pattern 19 3/4 1.01 .1.14 3 7 5.0 32 7/8
South Jersey .Gas 33 i:45 1.54 6 • 9 7.5 37 1/4
Southern Ry. 46 1/2 4.31 3.98 3 61 5/8
Spiegel, Inc. 24 5/8 4.01 2.03 29 l/4b
Sterling Brewers 17 1/2 1.41 1.43 9 2 5.5 16 5/8
S tewart-Warner 27 5/8 1.86 2.06 4 3 3.5 33
Stone Container 13 7/8 1.02 1.25 2 1 2 1.5® 17 1/2
Suburb. Propane Gas 25 1.68 1.81 5 4 4.5 27 3/4
Sweets Co. 15 1/8 0.98 1.03 7 6 6.5 19 1/2
Tenn. Gas Trans. 19 3/4 1.35 1.40 8 5 6.5 20 1/2
Texas Gas Trans. 40 2.59 2.38 43 3/8
Texas Instrum. 65 5/8 . 3.91 2.36 82
Transue & Williams 8 1/8 0.92 0.43 15 3/4
Union Bag-Camp 33 1/8 2.35 2.18 39 7/8
Union Stock Yards 22 1.70 1.41 22
United Aircraft 47 1.95 1.35 42 1/2
U.S. Freight Co. 34 1.27 1.59 1 8 4.5 44
aBest c o m b i n a t i o n ^ R a n d o m  choice ^Deficit =* d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 79 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3,
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Shattuck Co. 0.200 0.100 0.100 0.100 7.8
Simmons Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 34.8
Simonds Saw 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 6.8
Simplicity Pattern 0.200 0.200 0.200 . 0.200 67.0
South Jersey Gas 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 5 19 • 6
Southern Ry. 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 37.0
Spiegel, Inc., 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 22.3
Sterling Brewers 0.400 0.250 0.250 0.250 -1.6
Stewart-Warner . 0.350 0.350 0.375 0.375 22.4
Stone Container 0.100 0.1Q0 0.100 0.100 25.3
Suburb.Propane Gas 0.310 0.330 0.330 0.330 13.4 •
Sweets Co. 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 29 .4
Tenn. Gas. Trans. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 5.8
Texas Gas Trans. 0.400 0.400 0.400 . 0.425 10.2
Texas Instrum. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 24.4
Transue & Williams 0.125 0.125 0.200 0.200 97.2
Union Bag-Camp 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 22.4
Union Stock Yards 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 3.6
United Aircraft 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 -7.1
U.S. Freight Co. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 30.1
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 80
Stock Selections, January, 1963 Average Risk
Company
Price, 
19 6 3d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1964d
Mirro Alum. 24 $ 1.23 $ 1.44 30 3/8
Munsingwear • 28 7/8 1.14 1.74 4 5 4.5 27 3/8
National Acme 54 3/8 1.97 3.68 2 3 3 2.5 59
National Distillers 24 1/4 1.12 . 1.19 23 7/8
National Steel 36 1.52 1.50 • 48 1/2
National Tea 15 1/8 0.92 0.88 • 13 7/8
Nestle-LeMur 12 1/2 0.41 0.48 ll 3/4
New York Air Brake 28 1/8 1.39 • 1.66 29 1/8
Newberry Co. 17 7/8 0.20 0.19d 30 1/8
Olin Mathieson 31 1/8 1.82 1.89 47 3/4
Oxford Paper 31 1/2 2.05 2.56 5 1 1 3.0 31
Pacific Cement 12 3/4 0.81 0.84 • 13 1/8
Pan Amer. Airways 21 1/4 ‘ 1.27 1.53 6 2 2 4.0b 52 1/2
Pennsalt Chem. 35 1/2 1.09 1.24 * 42 1/4
Peoples Drug Stores 35 1/8 1.59 0.71 45 1/4
Phillip Morris 73 3/8 4.21 4.38 73 7/8
Phillips-Van Heusen . 19 1/2 . 0.79 0.86 18 1/8
Pittston Co. 57 3/4 3.09 3.31 58 1/2
Polaroid Corp. 143 1/2 0.87 1.44 3 6 4.5 166 1/8
Prophet Co. 24 0.67 1.55 1 4 2. 5a 22 3/4
aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit = d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col, 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 80 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• - $ '$ $ $ % %
Mirro Alum. 0.300 0.300 0.300 27.9
Munsingwear 0.275 0.275 . 0.275 0.275 -3.9
National Acme 0.500 0.500 0.500 1.750 12.6
National Distillers 0.300 0.300 0.300 . 0.300 0.7
National Steel 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.450 .37.3
National Tea 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 -6.1
Nestle-LeMur • 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 -7.7
New York Air Brake 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 7.0
Newberry Co. 0.250 65.9
Alin Mathieson 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 53.8
Oxford Paper 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -0.5
Pacific Cement 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.250 4.8
Pan ?uner. Airways 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 148.2
Pennsalt Chem. 0.150 0.150 0.200 • 0.400 19.3
People Drug Stores 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 32.7
Phillip Morris 0.900 0.900 0.900 0.900 4.1
Phillips-Van Heusen 8 -2.4
Pittston Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 4 82.0
Polaroid Corp. 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 14.2
Prophet Co. 0.200 0.200 0.200 . 0.200 2 -2.5
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in’the quarter
received.
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Table 81
Stock Selections, April, 1963 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1963d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1964d
Transue & Williams 9 1/2 $ 0.43 $ 0.63 3 5 4.0 18 1/8
Union Bag-Camp 37 1/8 2.18 2.42 39 3/8
United Aircraft Corp. 47 5/8 1.35 2.60 1 7 3.5 47
U.S. Freight Co. 42 5/8 1.59 .2.05 4 8 6.0 55 1/8
U.S. Steel Corp. 46 1/2 3.05 2.56 * 58 7/8
Universal-Cyclops 30 5/8 2.08 2.53 8 4 6.0 37 7/8
Universal Match 13 3/4 0.46 0.58 6 10 8.0 12 1/2
Van Raalte Co. 28 3/8 2.06 . 2.37 10 2 2 6.0 28 7/8
Vendo C o . 2.6 1/4 0.87 1.09 7 11 9.0 16' 3/4
Vulcan Materials 12 3/4 1.02 1.17 11 1 1 6.0 14 3/8
Wagner Electric 21 5/8 1.66 1.69 * ! 21 3/4
Washington Gas Light 35 1.80 1.97 . 34 1/4
Western Union 29 1/8 1.31 1.42 35 1/4
Westinghouse Air Brake 28 1/8 1.97 1.97 34 7/8
Westinghouse Electric 33 1/8 1.23 1.56 9 9 9.0 35 5/8
Whirlpool Corp. 41 2.04 3.39 2 3 3 2.5a 68 3/4
White Dental 40 1/2 2.02 2.60 5 6 5.5 50
White Stores 14 3/8 2.06 1.07 17 l/2b
Worthington Corp. 28 7/8 3.40 1.60 43
Adams-Millis 11 1/8 0.72 0.53 9
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit =» d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 81 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ . % . %
Transue & Williams 0.200 0.200 0.275 0.250 96.7
Union Bag-Camp 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 7.8
United Aircraft 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.9
U.S. Freight Co. 0.300 0.300 0.500 ■' 0.350 - 31.0
U.S. Steel Corp. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 29.1 .
Universal-Cyclops 0.300 0.300 0.350 0.350 25.5
Universal Match 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 - 9.4
Van Raalte Co. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 4.1
Vendo Co. ' 0.100 . 0.100 0.100 0.100 -36.8
Vulcan Materials 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.150 13.2
Wagner Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 3.1 '
Washington Gas Light 0.330 0.350 0.350 0.350 - 0.5
Western Union 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 23.3
Westinghouse Air Brake * 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 26.7
Westinghouse Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 8.5
Whirlpool Corp. 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 70.8
White Dental 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.500 26.4
White Stores 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 25.5
Worthington Corp. 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 51.6
Adams-Mi H i  s 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 -19.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 82
Stock Selections, July, 1963 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1963d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1964d
Paramount Pictures 42 1/2 $ 3.36 $ 2.lOd , 55 3/4
Pennsalt Chemicals 41 1.40 1.61 40 1/8
Peoples Drug Stores 41 3/4 3.61 2.63 49 1/4
Phillip Morris 79 1/4 5.61 .5.85 77 5/8
Phillips-Van Heusen 18 1/2 1.42 1.49 • 18 7/8
Pittston Co. 67 5.02 5.10 • 52
Polaroid Corp. 155 3/4 2.07 2.52 6 7 6.5 143
Providence Gas 13 7/8 0.75- 0.90 7 4 5.5 14 1/2
Pullman, Inc. 29 5/8 1.33 1.23 33 1/4
Raybestos-Manhatten 40 5/8 2.51 3.22 4 .2 2 3.0 45 3/4
Reda Pump 28 1/2 1.79 2.20 5 3 3 4.0 38 1/2
Republic Steel 37 3.62 2.54 44 7/8 
* •
Reynolds Metals 33 3/4 1.26 1.35 38 5/8b
Riegel Paper 31 1/2 1.96 2.68 2 1 1 1.5a 42 3/8
Ritter Co. 27 1/4 0.53 1.47 1 5 3.0 25 1/4
Robertshaw Controls 24 3/4 2.22 1.82 26
Royal Crown Cola 35 1.10 1.43 3 6 4.5 77
Ruberoid Co. 27 5/8 2.35 2.00 33 1/8
St. Regis Paper 30 7/8 1.61 1.72 29 7/8
Shattuck Co. 13 3/4 0.80 0.87 14 7/8
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 82 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ ' $ $ % %
Paramount Pictures 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 34.2
Pennsalt Chemicals 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 - 2.1
Peoples Durg Stores 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 • 21.3
Phillip Morris 0.900 0.900 0.900 •.0.900 0.9
Phillips-Van Heusen 8 7.0
Pittston Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 4 -18.6
Polaroid Corp.t 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 - 8.9
Providence Gas 0.150 0.160 0.160 0.160 5.8
Pullman, Inc'. 0,350 0.350 0.350 0.350 14.7
Raybestos-Manhatten 0.500 0.500 0.550 0.550 15.8
Reda Pump 0.550 0.250 0.250 4 1/2 42.4 •
Republic Steel 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 24.4
Reynolds Metals 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 13.4
Riegel Paper 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.350 35.7
Ritter Co. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 4 - 3.5
Rcbertshaw Controls 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 6.3
Royal Crown Cola . 0.250 0.250 0.300 0.300 120.6
Ruberoid Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 23.3
St. Regis Paper 0.350 0.350 0.350 .0.350 2 0.7
Shattuck Co. 0.100 0.200 0.100 0.100 8.5
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 83
Stock Selections, October, 1963 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1963d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1964d
Granite City Steel 26 1/2 $ 2.08 $ 1.72 28 1/4
Guardsman Chem. 9 3/4 0.80 1.06 2 1 1.5a 12 5/8k
Harbison-Walker Refract. 36 2.19 1.91 43 l/4b
Harcourt, Brace, & World 34 1/8 1.05 .1.09 40 1/4
Horn & Hardart Co. 20 1.47 . 1.10 • 17
Houdaille Ind. • 26 3/4 1.85 2.16 5 3 4.0 31 7/8
Hussmann Refrig. 15 7/8 1.46 1.51 14 5/8
Indiana General 26 1/4 1.56 1.81 7 5 6.0 15 1/8
Interlake Iron 24 7/8 2.25 2.38 30 3/8
International Pipe 30 1/4 2.36 2.88 3 2 2.5 21 7/8
International Resist. 23 3/4 1.46 1.70 6 4 5.0 14 3/4
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 49 7/8 2.16 2.41 56 1/2
Jones & Laughlin 60 1/2 3.90 3.02 84 7/8
Kaiser Aluminum 33 5/8 1.27 1.74 1 7 4.0 32 7/8
Knott Hotels Corp. 18 3/8 . 1.46 1.43 18 3/4
Liggett & Myers 72 7/8 6.47 6.14 83 7/8
Link-Belt 56 3/4 2.70 3.20: 4 6 5.0 62 3/4
Lukens Steel 43 4.20 3.43 75 3/8
Manhatten Shirt 29 3/4 2.29 2.50
*> •' '* 
* •>‘ 24 3/8
Manning, Max., & Moore 23 7/8 1.77 1.49 33 1/4
aBest combination ^Random choice coeficit * d dAbove montlv closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 83 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record9,
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Granite City Steel 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 9.0'
Guardsman Chem. 0.200 0.100 0.100 0.100 4’ 25.5
Harbison-Walker Refract. 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 23.1
Harcourt, Brace, & World 0.125 0.150 0.150 . 0.150 17.2
Horn & Ilardart Co. 0.150 0.150 0.150 "0.150 -14.8
Iloudaille Ind. 0.500 0.300 0.350 0.350 22.1
Hussmann Refrig. 0.250 0.200 0.200 0.200 - 5.6
Indiana General ~ 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 -41.8
Interlake Iron 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 .25.8
International Pipe 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -26.8
Internat. Resis. 0.150 0.100 0.100 -0.100 2 -38.2
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 0.250- 0.250 0.250 0.300 13.5
Jones & Laughlin 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 43.0
Kaiser Aluminum 0.225 0.225 0.225 . 0.225 - 2.0
Knott Hotels Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 4.3
Liggett & Myers 1.750 1.750 1.750 1.750 23.8
Link-Belt 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 12.6
Lukens Steel 0.250 0.250 0.400 0.400 77.4
Manhatten Shirt 0.175 0.175 0.175 0.175 4 -15.0
Manning; Maxwell, & Moore 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 42.9
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
280
APPENDIX B
Table 84
Stock Selections, January, 1964 Average Risk
Company
Price, 
19 64d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1965d
Knott Hotels Corp. 15 3/4 $ 1.11 $ 0.19 19 1/2
Koppers Co. 41 3/8 2.31 2.28. 55
Liggett & Myers 73 3/4 4.35 4.28 82 1/2
Link-Belt Co. 55 1/2 2.50 .2.89 4 4 4.0 58 1/2
Lukens Steel 40 7/8 2.45 2.06 • 61 3/4
Manhatten Shirt 26 1/2 1.20 1.27 , 26 3/4
Maremont Corp. 23 3/4 2.22 1.11 '22 5/8
Maytag Co. 36 1/4 1.43 1.53 40 3/4
McCall Corp. 21 1/2 0.85 1.13 2 3 2.5 23' 3/4
McNeil Corp. 21 5/8 2.17 1.86 1 24 3/8
McQuay-Norris 20 3/8 1.88 1.36 3 22
Mead Corp. 44 7/8 2.02 1.81 45 3/8
Mead, Johnson & Co. 23 1/2 0.74 0.57 17 1/2
Mid-West Abrasive 13 5/8 1.09 ’ 0.98 2 16 1/2
Mirro Aluminum 30 3/8 1.44 1.81 3 2 2.5 34 1/2
National Acme 59 3.68 2.99 69
National Distillers 23 7/8 . 1.19 1.07 26 1/2
National Steel 48 1/2 1.50 2.97 1 1 1.0a 52 5/3
National Tea 13 7/8 0.88 0.66 17 5/8
Nestle-LeMur 11 3/4 . 0.48 0.54 • 7 1/2°
.   M . - I  „ . . . . . .  .............. .. ■ ■ ■
aBest combination Random choice Deficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 84 (Continued)
Dividend Recorda
Annual Rate
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu.- Stock of Return
$ $ • $ $ %
Knott Hotels Corp;. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 27.0
Koppers Co. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.900 37.3
Liggett & Myers 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 18.0
Link-Belt Co. 0.600 0.600 0.600 •,0.600 7.5
Lukens Steel 0.250 0.250 0.450 0.450 53.1
Mannatten Shirt 0.175 0.175 0.175 0.175 4 4.8
Mar error* t Corp.. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -  3.2
Maytag Co. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.800 15.3
McCall Corp. 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 3 12.6
McNeil Corp. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 16.3
McQuay-Norris 0.350 0.250 0.250 0.250 10.6
Mead Corp. 0.425 0.425 0.425 0.425 3.1
Mead. Johnson & Co. 0.170 0.120 0.120 0.120 -25.7
Mid-West Abrasive 0.200 0.200 0.225 0.225 25.0
Mirro Aluminum 0.450 0.350 0.350 0.350 15.9
National Acme 0.625 0.625 0.625 1.750 21.6
National Distillers 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 13.4
National Steel 0.450 0.500 0.500 0.500 -43.8
National Tea 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 .29.6
Nestle-LeMur 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 3 1/2 -35.2
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 85
Stock Selections, April, 1964 Average Risk
Price,
Earnings Comparison
Growth P/E Ranke Avg. Price,
Company 1964<* Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank 1 2 Rank 1965d
Shattuck Co.
Shoe Corp. of Amer. 
Simmons Co.
Simonds Saw 
Simplicity Pattern 
South Jersey Gas 
Southern Ry. 
Spiegel, Inc.
Stone Container 
Texas East. Trans. 
Texas Gas Trans. 
Texas Instruemnts 
Thompson Co.
Transue & Williams 
Twent. Century-Fox 
Union Bag-Camp 
United Air Lines 
U.S. Freight Co. 
U.S. Steel 
Universal-Cyclops
16 1/4 $ 0.87 $ 0.79 18 1/2
17 1.53 1.46 20 1/8
51 2.52 2.72 63 5/8
28 7/8 2.56 2.50 33
37 1/4 1.26 1.67 5 77 6.0 44 i/4
34 1/2 1.64 1.64 36 l/2]
61 3/8 4.79 4.53 57 1/2
33 1/4 2.10 2.41 9 4 6.5 30 3/4
18 1.43 1.23 18 1/4
19 5/8 1.12 1.27 10 5 7.5 21 5/8
42 3/8 2.56 2.76 50
75 1/2 1.71 2.41 • 4 10 7.0 96 5/8
11 • 0.97 0.65 14
18 1/8 0.63 1.37 2 3 3 2.5 23
23 3/8 15.63d 3.44 ' 1 1 1 1.0a 28 7/8
39 3/8 2.42 2.19 37 5/8
61 1/2 1.29 2.14 3 9 6.0 69 3/8
55 1/8 2.05 2.43 8 8 8.0 55 3/8
58 7/8 2.56 3.30 6 6 6.0 53 1/8
37 7/8 2.53 3.02 7 2 2 4.5 34 1/2
aBest combination Random choice cDeficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 85 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
§ $ $ $ %
Shattuck Co. 0.100 0.100 0.200 0.100 13.7
Shoe Corp. of Amer. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 • 20.9
Simmons Co. 0.500 0.500 1.000 0.500 27.9
Simonds Saw 0.300 0.300 0.700 0.300 17.4
Simplicity Pattern 0.200 0.225 0.225 0.225 5 24.3
South Jersey Gas 0.325 0.325 0.325 0.325 7.3
Southern Ry. 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 -3.2
Spiegel, Inc. 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 -5.5
Stone Container 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.7
Texas East. Trans. 0.225 0.22.5 0.225 0.225 11.8
Texas Gas Trans. 0.425 0.425 0.450 0.475 20.3 •
Texas Instruments 0.]00 0.200 0.200 0.200 27.0
Thompson Co. 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 28.8
Transue & Williams 0.250 0.250 0.300 0.300 29.6
Twent. Century-Fox 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 4 27.9
Union Bag-Camp 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 -3.0
United Air Lines 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 14. 2
U.S. Freight Co. 0.350 0.350 0.425 0.425 0.9
U.S. Steel 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 -7.9
Universal-Cyclops 0.350 0.350 0.350 ' 0.350 -7.5
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 86
Stock Selections, July, 1964 Average Risk
Price,
Earnings Comparison
Growth P/E Ranke Avg.
•
Price,
Company 1964<* Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank 1 2 Rank 1965<*
Knott Hotels Corp. 18 3/8 $ 1.43 $ 0.21 17 1/2
Koppers Co. . 47 1/8 3.21 3.01. . 57 1/4
Liggett & Myers 75 1/2 6.14 5.96 81 7/8
Lucky Stores 24 1/2 1.28 1.41 37 1/4
Lukens Steel 80 1/8 3.43 3.26 69 1/2
Maremont Corp. 23 2.69 1.20 20 7/8
Maytag Co. 38 1.92 2.11
•
39 7/8
McLouth Steel 53 3.02 4.77 2 2 2 .0a 38 1/2
McNeil Corp. 20 3/4 2.98 2.54 1 24 1/2
McQuay-Norris 20 5/8 2.23 1.86 2 20
Mead Corp. 48 3/8 2.53 2.60 40 1/2
Mead, Johnson & Co. 17 1/8 0.77 0.74 18
Mich. Gas Util. 20 5/8 0.97 1.04 24 1/4
Mid-West Abrasive 16 3/4 1.44 1.51 4 1 3 2.5 16 1/8
Mirro Aluminum 32 1/2 1.89 2.47 3 3 3.0 45 1/2
Mo. Public Service 24 7/8 1.09 1.08 . • 26 1/4
Montana-Dak. Util. 34 1/8 2.04 2.08 36 3/8
G. C. Murphy 21 3/8 1.51 ' 1.41 22 l/4b
National Steel 59 1/4 2.32 4.12 1 4 2.5 52 1/2
National Tea 17 1.27 0.98 * 17 1/4
?Best c o m b i n a t i o n ^ R a n d o m  c h o i c e cDeficit ■ d ^Above month, closing '
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col* 1 for stocks with earnings rdnks. co’
Table 86 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
•
$ '$ $ $ % %
Knott Hotels Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 2.3
Koppers Co. 0.500 0.900 0.600 0.600 25.3
Liggett & Myers 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 13.4
Lucky Stores 0.250 0.250 0.300 • 0.300 53.8
Lukens Steel 0.400 0.400 0.500 0.500 -12.4
Maremont Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 7.7
Maytag Co. 0.350 0.800 0.400 0.400 7.8
McSouth Steel 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -26.6
McNeil Corp. • 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 3 23.5
McQuay-Norris 0.250 0.250• 0.275 0.275 - 0.7
Mead Corp. 0.425 0.425 0.425 0.425 -14.6
Mead, Johnson & Co. 0.170 0.120 0.120 0.120 5.0
Mich. Gas Util. 0.200 0.250 0.250 0.250 19.3
Mid-West Abrasive 0.225 0.225 0.225 0.225 - 1.6
Mirro Aluminum 0.350 0.500 0.400 0.400 42.9
Mo. Public Service 0.180 0.180 0.180 0.180 1 1/2 7.3
Montana-Dak. Util. 0.. 350 0.350 0.350 0.350 8.4
G.C. Murphy 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 7.0
National Steel 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 - 9.4
National Tea 0.200 0.200 0.200 . 0.200 2.8
aQuarters run from purchase date* Any-extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 87
Stock Selections, October, 1964 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1964“
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg. 
Rank .
Price,
1965d
Transue & Williams ■ 18 3/4 $ 0.63 $ 1.37 1 5 3.0 19 1/2
Udylite Corp. .27 1/2 2.12 2.18 31 1/8
Union Bag-Camp 36 2.42 2.19 41 3/8
Union Stock Yards 19 1/4 1.48 1.61 13 2 2 7.5 19
United Air Lines 49 7/8 1.29 2.14 2 12 7.0 87 3/4
U.S. Freight Co. 48 5/8 2.05 2.43 9 11 10.0 49 1/2
U.S. Steel Corp. 61 1/2 2.56 3.30 6 10 8.0 49 1/8
Universal Match 15 3/8 0.58 • 0.60 16.3/8
Vendo Co. 17 7/8 1.09 0.61 31 7/8
Vulcan Materials 17 1/8 1; 17 1.33 10 4 7.0b 18 3/4
Wagner Electric 23 5/8 1.69 1.48 24 7/8
Warner Brothers 27 1/4 . 1.92 2.75 4 1 1 2.5a 35 1/2
Washington Gas Light 34 5/8 1.97 1.96 35 1/8
Western Union 31 3/8 1.42 2.25 3 6 4.5 42
Westinghouse Air Brake 39 3/4 1.97 2.20 12 9 10.5 38
Westinghouse Electric 39 1/2 1.56 1.28 56 1/8
Weyerhaeuser Co. 39 5/8 1.28 1.44 11 13 11.5 42 3/8
White Dental 25 1/2 1.30 1.67 7 8 7.5 27
White Motor 33 2.09 2.68 8 3 3 5.5 32 1/4
Youngstown Sheet 52 7/8 2.60 ... 3.70 . 5 7 6.0 _ J _2 .,3/_2.
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 87 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
. * I %
Transue & Williams 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 ■. 7.5
Udylite Corp. 0.450 0.350 0.350 0.350 16.3
Union Bag-Camp 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 16.9
Union Stock Yards 0.300 0.300 0.300 .. 0.300 2.0
United Air Lines 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 77.2
U.S. Freight Co. 0.425 0.425 0.425 0.425 3.6
U.S. Steel Corp. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 -28.5
Universal Match 0.100 0.100 0.125 0.125 6.0
Vendo Co. 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 76.2
Vulcan Materials 0.150 0.200 0.200 0.200 10.6
Wagner Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 7.5
Warner Brothers 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 31.1 .
Washington Gas Light 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.370 • 3.3
Western Union 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 35.7
Westinghouse Air Brake 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 —  2.5
Westinghouse Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 42.7
Weyerhaeuser Co. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 7.5
White Dental 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 7.0
White Motor 0.300 0.300 0.350 • 0.350 - 0.9
Youngstown Sheet 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 -18.6
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 88
Stock Selections, March, 1965 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1965d
Earnings 
Prior Yr.c
Comparison
Growth 
Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1966d
Carey (Philip) Co. 31 7/8 $ 1.58 $ 2.38 2 1 1.5a 38
Central Foundry 16 1.42 0.85 14 3/8
Chicago Pneumatic 39 3/8 1.60 1.97 44 1/2
Colonial Corp. of Amer. 23 7/8 0.92 1.16 5 5 5.0 13
Colonial Sand 11 1/4 1.17 1.20 1 9 3/4
Cont. Baking 59 1/4 2.73 2.81 46
Deltown Foods .10 1/8 1.01 0.59 • ‘ 9 3/8
Eaton Co. 46 1/8 2.35 3.16 4 2 3.0 68 3/4
Fairchild Camera 3.1 3/4 0.74 0.42 215 1/4
Foremost Dairies 13 1/4 •0.62 0.72 25 1/8
Interlake Steel 38 1/2 1.68 1.79 39 3/4
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 61 1/2 1.87 2.17 70 5/8
Knott Hotels Corp. 19 1/4 ' 0.10 0.85 1 6 3.5 18 5/8
Mangel Stores 11 1/8 0.73 0.26d 15 3/8
Maremont Corp. 24 1.11 1.62 3 3 3.0 27
McCall Corp. 24 1.13 1.37 * 35 3/4
McQuay-Norris 22 1/4 1.48 1.76 21 1/4
Mid-West Abrasive 16 7/8 0.98 1.16 18 5/8b
National Tea 17 0.66 0.83 6 4 5.0 15 1/2
Nestle-LeMur 8 0.54 0.46 10 3/4
^Best combination bRandom choice cDeficit * d dAbove month, closing 
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col, 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. 289
Table 88 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ $ $ $ % %
Carey (Philip) Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 • ' 21.8
Central Foundry 0.250 0.150 0.150 0.150 8.9
Chicago Pneumatic 0.400 0.400 0.450 0.450 15.0
Colonial Corp. of Amer. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 -45.4
Colonial Sand 0.075 0.075 0.075 0.075 -14.0
Cont. Baking 0.550 0.550 0.550 -21.3
Deltown Foods , 0.160 0.160 0.100 0.100 -  6.1
Eaton Co. 0.550 0.550 0.550 0.550 52.4
Fairchild Camera 0.500 569.4
Foremost Dairies 0.100 0.125 0.125 0.125 89.0
Interlake Steel 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 5.5
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.338 15.7
Knott Hotels Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 - 1.0
Mangel Stores 0.100 2 37.3
Maremont Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 14.2
McCall Corp. 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 3 51.9
McQuay-Norris 0.275 . 0.275 0.275 0.275 - 2.5
Mid-West Abrasive 0.225 0.225 0.225 0.225 12.4 ‘
National Tea 0.200 0.200 0.200 .0.200 - 7.0
Nestle-LeMur 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 ■ 31.9
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 89
Stock Selections, June, 1965 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1965d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
,1966d
Shattuck Co. 16 5/8 § 0.79 $ 1.14 3 5 4.0 13 1/2
Simmons Co. . 33 3/4 1.86 2.32 7 4 5.5 32
Simplicity Pattern 40 1/4 1.67 2.01 39 3/8
South Jersey Gas 37 1.64 1.75 30
Southern Railway 55 4.53 4.89 2 48 7/8
S tewart-Warner 32 1/4 2.62 2.52 • 31 1/8
Symington Wayne . 26 3/4 1.75 2.35 5 2 3 * 3.5 ’24 1/2
Toledo Scale 30 2.16 2.52 23 1/4
Udylite Corp. 32 3/4 2.18 2.81 6 3 4.5 33 1/2
Union Camp 40 7/8 2.19 2.57 63 1/2
Union Stock Yards 20 1/8 1.61 1.79 20 1/4
Union Tank Car 56 3/8 2.31 3.41 2 6 4.0 65 1/2
U.S. Freight 51 1/4 • 2.43 2.72 50
U.S. Steel 50 1/2 3.30 3.91 43 7/8
Van Raalte 26 7/8 1.69 1.90 28
Vendo Co. 23 0.61 1.32 1 7 4.0 29 !/2
Vulcan Materials 19 7/8 1.33 1.79 4 1 1 2.0a 20 1/8**
Wagner Electric 26 3/8 1.48 1.66 33 1/8
Warner Brothers 34 3/4 2.88 3.03 32 3/4
Washington Gas Light 37 1.94 2.12 28 3/8
• Best combination bRandom choice cDeficit =» d dAbove month, closing
©Col. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks
Table 89 (Continued)
Dividend Record3 •
Annual Rate
Company 1st Qu. 2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Shattuck Co. 0.100 0.100 0.200 0.100 -18.6
S immons Co. 0.300 0.550 0.300 0.300 - 3.2
Simplicity Pattern 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 • - 2.2
South Jersey Gas 0.325 0.325 0.325 . 0.350 5 -13.8
Southern Railway 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 - 8.1 .
Stewart-Warner 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 5 3.3
Symington Wayne 0.300 0.300 0.325 0.325 - 6.5
Toledo Scale 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 -21.6
Udylite Corp. .0.350 0.500 0.400 . 0.400 4.7 '
Union Camp 0.375 0.375- 0.375 0.860 58.7
Union Stock Yards 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 . 39.2
Union Tank Car 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 17.4
U.S. Freight 0.425 0.550 0.450 0.450 - 0.9
U.S. Steel 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 -11.1
Van Raalte 0.275 0.325 0.325 0.325 6.0
Vendo Co. 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.125 27.0
Vulcan Materials 0.200 0.200 0.250 0.250 2.8
Wagner Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 27.6
Warner Erothers 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 . - 4.6
Washington Gas Light 0.370 0.370 0.370 0.370 -21.6
aQuarters run from purchase date, 
received.
Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
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Table 90
Stock Selections, September, 1965 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1965d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
•
Price, 
1966d
Udylite Corp. 32 5/8 $2.18 $ 2.81 8 3 3 5.5 30 1/4
Union Camp Corp. 40 3/8 2.19 2.57 38 1/8
Union Stock Yards 18 7/8 1.61 1.79 18 3/4
Union Tank Car .54 2.31 3.41 4 5 4.5b 60
U.S. Freight Co. 49 1/2 2.43 2.72 44 7/8
U.S. Steel 50 1/8 3.30 3.91 39 1/2
Van Raalte . 24 1.69 1.90 • 23
Vendo Co. 24 5/8 0.61-* 1.32 1 7 4.0 24 3/4
Vulcan Materials 18 1.33 1.79 7 2 2 4.5 17 7/8
Wagner Electric 25 3/4 1.48 1.66 28 1/2
Warner Brothers 33 5/8 2.88 3.03 22 5/8
Washington Gas Light 35 3/4 1.94 2.12 27 5/8
Western Union Telegraph 41 5/8 2.25 2.29 31
Westinghouse Air Brake 36 1/4 2.20 2.83 9 4 6.5 31 5/8
Westinghouse Electric 53 1.28 2.05 2 9 5.5 43 3/8
Weyerhaeuser Co. 42 1/8 1.44 2.21 3 8 5.5 31 7/8
Whirlpool Corp. 37 1/4 2.20 2.63 39
White Motor 33 3/8 2.70 3.08 38 3/4
Worthington Corp. 29 5/8 1.20 1.68 5 6 5.5 28 7/8
Youngstown Sheet 41 3/8 3.70 5.07 6 1 1 3.5a 30 3/4
.aBest combination Random choica cDeficit « d dAbove month,, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 90 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3,
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ $ $ $ % %
Udylite Corp. 0.500 0.400 0.400 0.400 - 4.4
Union Camp Corp. 0.375 0.430 0.430 0.430 - 3.2
Union Stock Yards 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 2.8
Union Tank Car 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.575 12.9
U.S. Freight Co. 0.425 0.550 0.450 - 8.6
U.S. Steel 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 -19.1
Van Raalte * • 0.325 0.325 0.325 0.325 - 1.4
Vendo Co. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 - 0.2
Vulcan Materials 0.200 0.250 0.250 0.250 1.9
Wagner Electric 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 13.2
Warner Brothers 0.250 0.300 0.300 0.300 -31.8
Washington Gas Light 0.370 0.370 0.370 0.370 -20.9
Western Union 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -24.2
Westinghouse Air Brake - 0.400 0.400 -0.400 0.400 -10.6
Westinghouse Electric 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 -17.4
Weyerhaeuser Co. 0.300 0.350 0.350 0.350 -23.1
Whirlpool Corp. 0.300 0.400 0.400 0.400 6.3
White Motor 0.350 0.350 0.450 0.450 18.5
Worthington Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.300 • 0.300 - 1.2
Youngstown Sheet 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 -23.1
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
‘received.
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Table 91
Stock Selections, December, 1965 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1965d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1966d
Ceco Corp. 26 1/4 $ 1.62 $ 2.06 10 2 2 6.0b 32 .
Central Foundry 14 5/8 0.85 0.53 8
Chemetron Corp. 55 1.93 3.27 2 6 4.0 38
Chesapeake Corp. .52 1/2 1.34 2.57 1 10 5.5 39
Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. 76 1/8 3.99 4.29 61 7/8
Chicago Pneumatic 44 1/8 1.97 2.55 9 8 •
»n•00 34 1/4
Chrysler Corp. •51 3.35 3.24 ’ 31 1/8
Clevite Corp. 55 3/8 2.88- 3.81 7 4 5.5 37 5/8
Coleman Co. 35 1.71 2.07 35
Colonial Sand 8 1/2 1.20 0.30 5 7/8
Cone Mills 30 1.75 2.29 8 3 3 5.5 21 1/4
Cont. Baking 47 2.81 2.79 ■ 43 1/2
Cook Coffee 33 1/8 1.57 1.83 26
Crane Co. 40 1.69 2.41 . 6 5 • 5.5 42 3/4
Cummins Engine 51 5/8 2.26 2.22 34 1/4
Cyclops Corp. 41 1/8 2.75 4.25 5 1 1 3.0a 30 5/8
Dan River Mills 32 5/8 1.09 1.70 4 9 6.5 21 1/2
Deltown Foods 8 5/8 0.59 0.12 4 3/4
Denver & Rio Grande 20 7/8 1.16 1.22 17 3/4
De Vilbliss Co. 28 1.03 1.62 3 7 5.0 19 5/8
aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit = d dAbove month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 91 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Ceco Corp. 0.250. . 0.250 0.250 0.350 23.4
Central Foundry 0.150 0.150 0.150 -45.3
Chemetron Corp. 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.450 -29.8
Chesapeake Corp. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 -24.4
Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 -15.2
Chicago Pneumatic 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 -20.3
Chrysler Corp. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 -37.4
Clevit Corp. 0.525 0.525 0.525 0.525 -30.0
Coleman Co. . 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 1.2
Colonial Sand '0.075 0.075. 0.075 0.075 -30.9
Cone Mill?. 0.300 0.300 0.300 • 0.300 -27.6 -
Cont. Baking- 0.550 0.550 0.550 0.550 - 4.6
Cook Coffee 3 -24.0
Crane Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 8.5
Cummins Engine 0.175 0.175 0.175 0.200 -33.8
Cyclops Corp. 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 -23.4
Dan River Mills 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 5 t 29.5
Deltown Foods 0.100 0.100 -46.1
Denver & Rio Grande 0.275 0.275 0.275 0.275 -12.5
De Vilbliss Co. 0.275 0.275 0.275 0.275 -28.5
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 92
Stock Selections, March, 1966 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1966<*
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price, 
1967d
Archer-Daniels-Midland 40 1/2 $ 2.05 $ 1.76 36 7/8
Arlan's Dept. Stores 22 1/2 1.82 2.05 10 4 7.0 22 1/2
Armco Steel 64 1/4 5.03 6.32 7 2 3 4.5 52 3/8
Atlas Chemical 22 3/4 1.23 1.41 9 8 8.5 18 1/8
Bath Iron Works 43 1/4 3.21 2.24 31
Bausch & Lomb 74 1/4 3.05 3.90 5 9 7.0 62 3/4
Bayuk Cigars .12 1/8 0.90 0.50 11
Bethlehem Steel 36 1/2 3.11- 3.26 34 1/4
Bliss & Laughlin 36 2.93 3.13 45 1/4
Burroughs Corp. 63 3/4 1.38 2.37 1 10 5.5 107 1/2
Carey Mfg. Co. 38 3.05 2.89 37
Ceco Corp. 28 1/4 2.19 2.86 4 1 2 2.5a 34 3/4
Chemetron Corp. 63 3/8 2.83 4.51 3 6 4.5 45
Chesapeake Corp of Va. 49 2.16 3.60 . 2 5 3.5b 37 1/4
Chrysler Corp. 55 5/8 5.46 5.16 36 1/2
Clevite Corp. 54 1/4 4.05 5.11 6 3 4.5 43 7/8
Coleman Co., Inc. 40 3/4 2.21 2.70 8 7 7.5 34 1/4
Cone Mills Corp. 26 1/4 2.41 2.71 1 23 1/4
Cont. Baking Co. 46 4.16 4.05 51
Cook Coffee 33 3/8 2.57 3.03 32
■  m  — ■ > i ii  — — — —— — — — — — m m ^ ^ ^
aBest combination Random choice Deficit « d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks. 297
Table 92 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu* Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ * $ $ $ % %
Archer-Daniels-Midland 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 • - 6.8
Arlan's Dept. Stores - 2.9
Armco Steel 0.750 0.750 0.750 0.750 -15.2
Atlas Chemical 0.200 0.200 0.200 . 0.200 -19.4
Bath Iron Works 4 -27.2
Bausch & Lomb 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 -14.6
Bayuk Cigars 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 - 8.3
Bethlehem Steel 0.375 0.375 0.670 0.375 - 3.5
Bliss & Laughlin • -0.400 0.450 0.450 0.450 28.8
Burroughs Corp. 0.250 0.250- 0.250 0.250 68.7
Carey Mfg. Co. 0.400 0.400 0.400 . 0.400 -0.7
Ceco Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 24.1
Chemetron Corp. 0.375 0.375 0.450 0.450 -27. 8
Chesapeake Corp. of Va.- 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 -22.6
Chrysler Corp. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 -32.7
Clevite Corp. 0.525 0.525 0.525 0.525 -17.6
Coleman Co., Inc. 0.300 0,300 0.300 0.300 • -10.5
Cone Mills Corp. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -21.1
Cont. Baking Co. 0.550 0.550 ' 0.550 0.550 13.1
Cook Coffee . 6 - 0.7
Quarters, run from purchase date* Any extra dividends are included in the quarter 
received*
N>. KD
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Table 93
Stock Selections, June, 1966 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1966<*
Earninqs Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1967d
Graniteville Co. 31 1/2 $ 2.83 $ 3.66 4 2 2 3.0a 29 3/8
Green Refractories 20 3/4 2.55 2.71 9 1 1 5.0 25 7/8
Greyhound Corp. 18 7/8 1.21 1.34 22
Grocery Store Products 26 1/2 1.41 1.50 • 26 1/4
Guardsman Chem. Coatings 13 1/2 1.15 1.16 12
Harbison-Walker Refrac. 38 1/4 3.69 4.34 8 4 6.0b 32 5/8
Harcourt, Brace, & World .79 1.84 2.19 ill 1/2
Helena Rubinstein 37 1/2 3.36 3.06 44 1/4
Horn & Hardart Co. 16 3/8 0.96 0.72 19'3/8
Houdaille Industries 23 1.81 2.27 3 6 4.5 25 5/8
Interlake Steel 35 2.78 3.00 30 1/2
International Pipe 25 1/2 2.02 2.57 5 5
o.in 20 3/4
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 70 3/4 3.10 3.55 91 1/4
Interstate Bakeries 30 1/2 2.79 3.51 6 3 . 3 4.5 37
I.R.C., Inc. 34 3/8 1.45 2.33 1 9 5.0 34 1/2
Kaiser Aluminum 46 1/2 1.55 2.10 2 10 6.0 52 3/4
Hoppers Co. 27 1/4 2.11 2.52 7 7 7.0 35 5/8
Liggett & Myers 72 1/4 6.37 5.33 70 1/2
Link-Belt Co. 36 7/8 3.27 3.40 10 8 . 9.0 51 5/8
Lone Star Cement 16 1/8 1.74 1.77 16 7/8
?Best combination Random choice CDeficit = d Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 93 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
§ $ $ $ . % %
Graniteville Co. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 - 4.9
Green Refractories 0.250 0.275 0.275 0.275 27.0
Greyhound Corp. 0.225 0.225 0.250 0.250 18.5
Grocery Store Products 0.300 0.500 . 0.300 0.4
Guardsman Chem. Coatings 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 4 - 7.0
Harbison-Walker Refrac. 0.450 0.450 0.500 0.500 -12.2
Harcourt, Brace, & World 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 41.3-
Helena Rubinstein 0.325 0.325 0.325 0.325 19.2
Horn & Hardart Co. • 14.7
Houdaille Industries 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 12.9
Interlake Steel 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 -10.1
International Pipe 0.250 0.250 0.250 ’ 0.250 -17.5
Internat. Tel. & Tel. 0.338 0.338 0.375 .0.375 29.4
Interstate Bakeries 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 24.4
I.R.C., Inc. 0.300 0.500 0.250 0.250 1.9
Kaiser Aluminum 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 14.7
Koppers Co. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 32.7
Liggett & Myers 1.250 1,250 1.250 1.250 2.8
Link-3elt Co. 0.450 0.450 0.450 ' 0.450 42.5
Lone Star Cement 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 7.8
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
APPENDIX B
Table 94
Stock Selections, September, 1966 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1966d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
,1967d
Duval Corp. 66 1/4 $ 4.19 $ 6.20 2 10 6.0 117 5/8
D.W.G. Cigar 11 1/4 1.11 2.14 1 1 1 1.0a 14
Eaton, Yale & Towne 25 2.18 2.95 5 6 5.5 32 3/8
Electrographic Corp. 23 3/8 1.72 2.14 10 11 10.5 22 3/8
Emery Air Freight 81 1/4 1.01 1.49 3 13 8.0 94
Empire Dist. Elec. 28 1/4 1.82 1.95 • • .28 l/4b
Falstaff Brewing .14 1/2 1.59 1.22 14 1/4
Flintkote Co. 16 2.34 1.96 22 3/4
Fruehauf Corp. 27 3/4 2.39 2.98 9 9 9.0 32 3/8
Gen. Portland Cement 10 3/4 1.33 1.24 13 7/8
Gen. Signal Corp. 44 2.18 3.05 4 - 12 8.0 54
Globe Union 19 1/4 1.97 2.26 12 7 9.5 28 1/2
Graniteville Co. 26 1/2 2.83 3.66 7 4 5.5 36 3/8
Green Refractories 18 3/4 2.55 2.71 13 2 2 7.5 35 3/8
Grocery Store Prod. 24 1.41 1.50 28 1/4
Guardsman Chem. Coatings 10 7/8 1.15 1.16 13 7/8
Harbison-Walker Refrac. 30 1/2 3.69 4.34 11 3 3 7.0 42 3/4
Helena Rubenstein 26 1/2 2.36 3.06 6 8 7.0 47 1/8
Horn & Hardart Co. 15 3/4 0.96 0.72 25 3/4
Houdaille Industries 19 1.81 2.27 8 5
in.VO 31 5/8
aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit » d ^Above month, closing .
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 94 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ • $ $ $ % %
Duval Corp. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.700 79.0
D.W.G. Cigar 0.100 21.1
Eaton, Yale & Towne 0.253 0.253 0.253 0.253 30.5
Electrographic Corp. 0.300 0.300 0.300 '■ 0.300 -1.9
Emery Air Freight 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 15.5
Empire Dist. Elec. 0.360 0.360 0.360 0.360 , 2.6
Falstaff Brewing 0.190 0.190 0.190 0.190 0.2
Flintkote Co. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 ’ ’ 45.0
Fruehauf Corp. 0.425 . 0.425 0.425 0.425 20.4
Gen. Portland Cement 0.200 0.260 0.200 0.200 32.8 .
Gen. Signal Corp. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 23.5
Glebe Union 0.400 • 0.200 0.200 0.200 50.2
Graniteville Co. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 39.7
Green Refractories 0.275 0.275 0.275 0.275 91.6
Grocery Store Products 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 20.2
Guardsman Chem. Coatings 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 4 33.3
Harbison-Walker Refrac. 0.450 0.500 0.500 0.500 44.3
Helena Rubenstein 0.325 0.325 0.325 0.325 80.4
Horn & Hardart Co. • 59.1
Houdaille Industries 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.300 69.4
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
u>
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Table 95
Stock Selections, December, 1966 Average Risk
Earnings Comparison
Price, Growth P/E Ranke Avg. Price,
Company 1966<* Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c- Rank 1 2 Rank 1967d
ABC Consolidated 16 1/4 $ 1.42 $ 1.44 32
Allen Industries 23 1/2 2.08 1.98 23 1/2
Alum. Co. of Amer. 76 1/4 2.53 3.68 2 6 4.0 74 3/8
Amerace Corp. 23 3/4 1.47 1.66 32 5/8
Amer. Biltrite Rubber 11 3/4 1.27 1.40 7 1 1 4.0 15 5/8
American Broadcasting 76 2.38 2.65 71
American Can '34 3/8 2.92 3.48 6 2 3 4.0 47 1/2
Amer. Chain & Cable 33 3/8 2.47 3.11 4 3 3.5 38.1/4
American Mach. & Found. 13 7/8 0.87 0.96 19 7/8
American News 17 7/8 0.99 1.10 26 7/8
American Potash 34 2.10 1.99 46 5/8
American Seating 18 1/4 . 0.69 1.17 1 5 3.0a 22 1/4
Amer. Smelting & Ref. 57 1/2 3.50 4.36 5 4 4.5 67 3/8
American Sterilizer 29 3/4 0.87 1.05.
•
• 62
American Sugar 23 3/4 2.82 2.62 2 29 l/4b
Anchor Post Prod. 13 1/2 1.13 0.58 17 1/4
Atlas Chem. 15 3/4 1.08 1.17 18 3/4
Aurora Plastics 12 3/4 0.94 0.96 17 3/4
Bausch & Lomb 56 1/2 1.54 2.04 3 7 . 5.0 60 3/4
Bayuk Cigars 9 1/2 0.40 0.32 13 1/2
"  ■ —  ■ '  - ■  1 1 .............................................. .................................... ■ ■■ !■■■■ ■ .................................— I I ,  I. ■ ■ ■ ■ ! .  ! ■
aBest combination Random choice Deficit =* d Above month, closing
. eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 95 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ •;S *> *
ABC Consolidated 0.200 0.200 0.200 • 0.200 • 98.0
Allen Industries 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 3.1
Alum. Co. of Amer. 0.400 0.450 0.450 0.450 •» -1.6
Amerace Corp. 0.250 0.250 0.250 , 0.250 4 44.7
Amer. Biltrite Rubber 0.150 0.150 0.150 ’’ 0.150 34.2
American Broadcasting 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 -5.7
American Can 0.550 0.550 0.550 0.550 42.4
Amer. Chain & Cable 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 • 16.9
American Mach. & Found. 0.225 0.225 0.225 0.225 46.3
American News 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 53.1
American Potash 0.375 0.375 0.375 0.375 38.9
American Seating 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 • 24.1
Amer. Smelting & Ref. 0.750 0.750 0.750 0.750 21.3
American Sterilizer 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 • 107.4
American Sugar 0.350 0.400 0.400 0.400 , 27.4
Anchor Post Prod. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 30.7
Atlas Chem. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 21.0
Aurora Plastics 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 37.9
Bausch & Lcmb 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 6.8
Bayuk Cigars 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 . 43.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
APPENDIX B
Table 96
Stock Selections, March, 1967 Average Risk
Earnings Comparison
P/E Ranke 
1 2Company
Price,
1967Q
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
Avg. 
Rank
Price,
1968d
South Jersey Gas 28 3/8 $ 1.78 $ 1.90 29 1/2
Stanley Works 29 1/4 2.55 3.14 . 4 3 3.5® 36 1/8
Storer Broadcasting 48 1.95 2.38 5 11 8.0 . 40 1/2
Symington Wayne 23 1/4 2.62 2.75 12 1 1 6.5 42
Talon, Inc. • 24 1/8 1.53 1.78 8 10 9.0 36
Texas Gas Trans. 28 5/8 2.26 2.59 9 6 7.5 .36
Texas Instruments 107 2.46 3.14 1 12 6.5 89 5/8
Times Mirror C o . . 45 1.46 1.67
7.0b
39
U.M.C. Industries 16 3/4 1.12 1.35 7 7 18 7/8
Union Camp 38 5/8 3.61 3.81 6 4 5.0 35 5/8
Union Tank Car 59 1/2 4.12 4.60 10 9 9.5 70
U.S. Steel Corp. 42 1/2 . 4.62 4.60 3 • 39 1/8
Van Raalte 28 1/2 2.11 2.65 3 5 4.0 34 1/8
Vendo Co. 31 1.91 2.43- 2 8 • 5.0 24 1/2
Warner Brothers 24 3/4 3.79 2.55 4 34 3/8
Washington Gas Light 28 5/8 2.18 2.22 * 28 3/4
Western Union 44 3/4 2.30 2.46 32 7/8
Westinghouse Air Brake 33 3.38 3.74 11 2 2 6.5 36 1/2
Westinghouse Electric 55 1/8 2.86 3.16 64 3/4
Weyerhaeuser Co. 38 3/8 2.72 2.60 0 36 3/4
aBest combination bRandom choice cDeficit » d dAbove month, closing .
• eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
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Table 9 6 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
South Jersey Gas 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 5' • 11.8
Stanley Works 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 25.3
Storer Broadcasting 0.250 0.250 0.250• 0.250 -15.4
Symington Wayne 0.325 0.325 0.325 •. 0.400 84.5
Talon, Inc. * 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 49.7
Texas Gas Trans. 0.355 0.355 0.355 0.355 27.9
Texas Instruments 0.200 0.200 . 0.200 0.200 -16.5
Times Mirror Co. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 * -14.1
U.M.C. Industries . 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.180 13.0
Union Camp 0.430 0.430 0.430 0.430 - 5.6
Union Tank Car 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 20.4 •
U.S. Steel Corp. 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 - 4.4
Van Raalte 0.325 0.325 0.350 0.350 22.1
Vendo Co. 0.125 0.150 0.150 . 0.150 -21.3
Warner Brothers 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 41.4
Washington Gas Light 0.390 0.410 0.410 0.410 3.6
Western Union 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350' -25.5
Westinghouse Air Brake 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 13.4
Westinghouse Electric 0.400 0.400 0.400 • 0.450 18.1
Weyerhaeuser Co. 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 - 2.8
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
(jj
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Table 97
Stock Selections, June, 1967 Average Risk
Company
Price,
1967<*
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur. Yr.c Rank
P/E Ranke 
1 2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1968*3
Shoe Corp. of Amer. 16 $ 2.13 $ 1.75 33 3/8
Simmons Co. 25 3/4 2.72 2.90 12 2 2 7.0 43 7/8
South Jersey Gas 30 1/4 1.77 1.90 30 1/2
Southern Ry. 48 4.09 5.43 1 1 1 1.0a 55 7/8
Stanley Works 32 1/4 2.68 3.15 7 4 5.5 34 7/8
S tewart-Warner 29 7/8 2.80 2.93 34 1/4
Storer Broadcasting 55 1.95 2.38 5 11 8.0 '57 1/2
Talon, Inc. 24 1.53 1.78 8 8 8.0 46 3/8
Tenneco, Inc. 2.4 3/8 1.69 1.87 11 7 9.0 27 3/4
Texas Gas Trans. 28 2.26 2.59 9 5 7.0 41 7/8
Texas Instruments 124 3/4 2.46 3.14 3 12 7.5 106 3/8
Times Mirror Co. 46 1.46 1.67 . 44 7/8
Union Camp 41 3/8 3.16 3.81 6 6 6.0 39
Union Stock Yards 17 1/4 1.38 1.39 19 l/2b
Union Tank Car 69 3/8 4.12 4.60 10 10 10.0 81 1/2
U.S. Steel Corp. 43 3/8 4.62 4.60 40 3/8
Van Raalte 26 3/8 2.06 2.70 2 3 2.5 44 1/2
Vendo Co. 36 3/8 1.91 2.43 4 9 6.5 31 3/4
Washington Gas Light 29 1/4 2.18 2.22 27
Western Union 35 1/8 2.30 2.46 45 1/8
a  K «  j
Best combination Random choice Deficit=d Above month, closing
. eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
307
Table 97 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Recorda 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Shoe Corp. of Amer. 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 111.1
Simmons Co. 0.300 0.300 0.600 0.350 73.3
South Jersey Gas 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 5 8.3
Southern Rv. ’ 0.700 0.700 0.700 "0.700 20.2
Stanley Works 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 9.3
S tewart-Warner 0.375 0.410 0.410 0.410 17.7
Storer Broadcasting 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 4.3
Talon, Inc. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.125 93.3
Tenneco. Inc. * 0.300 0.320 0.320 0.320 16.3
Texas Gas Trans. 0.355 0.355 0.355 0.355 51.9 •
Texas Instruments 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 -14.8
Times Mirror Co. 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.125 - 3.5
Union Camp 0.430 0.430 0.430 0.430 - 3.5
Union Stock Yards 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 15.8
Union Tank Car 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.625 19.6
U.S. Steel Corp. 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 - 3.5
Van Raalte 0.325 0.350 0.350 0.350 71.0
Vendo Co. 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 -13.2
Washington Gas Light 0.390 0.410 0.410 0.410 - 4.6
Western Union 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 - 6.3
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 98
Stock Selections, September, 1967 Average Risk
Company
Earnings Comparison
P/E
1
Ranke
2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1968d
Price
1967d Prior Yr.c Cur Yir.c
Growth
Rank
Arlan's Dept. Stores 19 1/8 $ 2.14 $ 1.76 31 3/4
Atlantic Coast Line 36 1/2 1.46 1.66 10 11 10.5 29
Atlas Chem. 21 1/4 1.41 1.44 20 1/2
Aurora•Plastics 16 7/8 1.49 1.32 22 3/4
Bausch & Lomb 68 1/8 1.95 2.50 5 12 8.5 59 3/4
Belding Ileminway 17 0.93 1.23 4 5 4.5 33 3/8
Bemis Co. 46 1/4 • 2.51 3.20 6 6 6.0 57 7/8
Bethlehem Steel 36 1/4 3.26 3.72 8 1 1 4.5 28 7/8
Boise Cascade 37 3/4 1.64 1.47 62
Borman Food Stores 16 1/2 1.64 1.68 3 22 5/8
Burndy Corp. 35 7/8 1.42 2.38 1 7 4.0a 29 1/8
Carborundum 63 3/4 3.69 4.21 9 8 8.5 43 1/4
Carolina Tel. & Tel. 26 7/8 0.89 0.92
6 «0b
29 7/8
Central Foundry 13 3/4 0.43 0.65 2 10 23 1/8
Central Main Power 19 7/8 1.38 1.41 19 1/4
Chemetron Corp. 54 1/4 4.51 5.10 11 3 7.0 41 1/4
Chesapeake Corp. of Va. 33 3/4 3.60 3.82 • 35 1/4
Chicago Pneumatic 43 3/8 3.28 3. 87 7 4 5.5 40
Cin. Milling Mach. 63 1/4 2.94 4.11 3 9 6.0 56 u
Clevite Corp. 53 1/4 5.03 5.45 12 2 1 2 6.0 75 1/2 S
aBest combination Random c h o i c e cDeficit = d ^ A b o v e  month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 9 8 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
• $ $ $ $ % % •
Arlan's Dept. Stores 0.100 0.100 64.2
Atlantic Coast Line 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 -19.6
Atlas Chem. 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 - 2.5
Aurora Plastics 0.100 0.100 0.050 •• 0.050 33.0
Bausch & Lomb 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.400 -12.2
Belding Heminway 0.175 0.175 0.175 0.175. 95.2
Bemis Co. 0.350 0.400 0.400 0.400 26.4
Bethlehem Steel 0.375 0.400 ‘ 0.400 0.400 -18.2
Boise Cascade 0.063 0.063 0.063 0.063 62.0
Borman Food Stores 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 38.5
Burndy Corp. 0.125 0.150 0.150 0.150 -19.2
Carborundum 0.325 0.325 0.350 -36.6
Carolina Tel. & Tel. 0.170 0.170 0.190 0.190 10.8
Central Foundry 0.100 10 80.8
Central Maine Power 0.270 0.270 0.270 0.270 - 0.6
Chemetron Corp. 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 -22.8
Chesapeake Corp. of Va. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 6.8
Chicago Pneumatic 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 5.5
Cin. Milling Mach. 0.250 0.300 0.300 0.300 -11.1
Clevite Corp. 0.525 0.525 0.525- 0.525 43.7
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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Table 99
Stock Selections, December, 1967 Average Ri6k
Company
Price,
1967d
Earnings Comparison
Growth
Prior Yr.c Cur Yr.c Rank
P/E
1
Ranke
2
Avg.
Rank
Price,
1968d
Twent. Century-Fox 24 $ 1.58 $ 1.93 2 1 1 1.5 38 1/2
U.M.C. Industries 18 7/8 0.97 0.94 25 1/8
Union Camp 36 1/4 2.87 2.38
»
57 1/8
United Air Lines' 62 1/4 1.43 3.71 1 2 2 1.5a 44 7/8
U.S. Steel Corp. 40 1/2 3.49 2.23 42 7/8
Vendo Co. 26 1/2 1.86 ' 1.52 » 29 5/8
Vulcan Materials 18 3/4 1.82 1.32 25 3/4
Western Union 32 3/8 1.65 1.01 41 1/4
Westinghouse Electric 75 1/4 2.39 2.17 75 3/8
Weyerhaeuser Co. 37 1/2 1.90 1.46 79 5/8
Whirlpool Corp. 56 2.55 1.99 64
White Motor 47 3/4 3.95 3.38 49l>
Youngstown Sheet 29 1/8 2.98 • 2.19 42 1/2
Alcan Aluminum 23 3/4 1.76 .1.56 27 5/8
Allen Industries 23 1/2 1.99 1.65 47 5/8
Allied Stores 38 7/8 0.83 ' 0.88 • 43
Alum. Co. of Amer. 74 3/8 3.68 3.40 75 5/8
Amer. Biltrite Rubber 15 5/8 1.40 1.11 20 3/8
American Broadcasting 71 2.65 2.03 • 75
American Can 47 1/4 3.48 3.26 56 V 8
aBest combination ^Random choice cDeficit = d ^Above month, closing
eCol. 2 refers to P/E alone; Col. 1 for stocks with earnings ranks.
Table 99 (Continued)
Company 1st Qu.
Dividend Record3 
2nd Qu. 3rd Qu. 4th Qu. Stock
Annual Rate 
of Return
$ $ $ $ % %
Twent. Century-Fox 0.200 0.250 0.250 0.250 62.0
U.M.C. Industries 0.180 ' 0.180 0.180 0.180 33.6
Union Camp 0.430 0.430 0.430 0.430 , 59.8
United Air Lines 0.250 0.250 0.250 • 0.250 -27.5
U.S. Steel Corp. 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 10.0 .
Vendo Co. 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 11.1
Vulcan Materials 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 39.5
Western Union 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 29.4
V7estinghouse Electric • 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 1.2
Weyerhaeuser Co. 0.350 0.350- 0.350 0.350 113.9
Whirlpool Corp. 0.400 0.400 0.400 0.400 15.3
White Motor 0.500 0.500 . 0.500 0.500 4.7
Youngstown Sheet 0.450 • 0.450 0.450 0.450 49.3
Alcan Aluminum 0.275 0.275 0.275 0.275 18.2
Allen Industries 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 106.1
Allied Stores 0.330 0.350 0.350 0.350 11.7
Alum. Co. of Amer. 0.450 0.450 0.450 0.450 2.4
Amer. Biltrite Rubber 0.150 0.150 0.150 0.150 30.8
American Broadcasting 0.400 0.400 0.400 ’ 0.400 6.5
American Can 0. 350 0.350 0.350 0.350 20.0
aQuarters run from purchase date. Any extra dividends are included in the quarter
received.
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APPENDIX C
COMPUTER PROGRAM FOR RATE OF RETURN 
AND RELATIVE DISPERSION
DIMENSION NUM (N) , S (N) , IZ(I,N), C(I,N), TRATE(N) 
PRINT 99
99 FORMAT (1H1, 7X, *NUM', IX, 'SUM1, 6X, 'MEAN1, IX,
'VAR1, IX, 'STD', IX, 'CV')
DO 12 IA = 1 ,N
12 READ 1, NUM (IA), S(IA), (IZ(IB,IA), IB = 1,6),
(C(IC,IA), IC = 1,6)
1 FORMAT (17, F7.0, 612, 5F6.0, F8.0)
DO 93 N = 1 ,N
URATE = 0.8000
BRATE = -0.8000 
RATE = 0.000
3 PVC = 0
FACTR = 1.000 + RATE 
DO 5 I = 1,6
  !'
5 PVC = PVC + C(I,N)/FACTR**IZ(I,N)
DIFFR = S (11) -PVC
IF(ABS(DIFFR/S(N))-.001) 90,90,6
6 IF(DIFFR) 7,90,8
7 BRATE = RATE
GO TO 9
8 URATE = RATE
9 RATE = (URATE + BRATE)/2.0
GO TO 3
90 TRATE(N) = (((RATE+1.0)**12.0)-1.0)*100.0
PRINT 11, NUM(N), TRATE(N)
11 FORMAT(1H ,I7,13X,F7.1,1H%)
93 CONTINUE
SUM=0.0 
SSUM = 0.0
DO 95 N= 1,N
95 SUM = SUM + TRATE (N)
XMN = SUM/N.
DO 97 N = 1,N 
97 SSUM = SSUM + (TRATE(N) -XMN)**2
VAR = SSUM/N,
STD = SQRT(VAR)
CV = STD/XMN
PRINT 96 ,NUM (N)SUM,XMN,VAR,STD ,CV
96 FORMAT (IX,110,5F10.3)
CALL EXIT 
END
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